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SUBJECT:  Shady Grove Sector Plan

The recommendations of the Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED)
Committee on the Shady Grove Sector Plan are presented below. The Committee met 16 times

between January and June to discuss the Plan and will meet again on September 7 to consider an

update on transferable development rights (TDRs), recommendations related to the Recreation
Center and streetscaping. This memorandum addresses all issues except those to be discussed by
the Committee on September 7 and zoning text amendments and therefore should be held for g
future Council worksessions. Major topics are as follows:
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Staff has attached a map of the planning area on ©1A. Councilmembers should bring a copy of
the Sector Plan and the Supplemental Technical Information report with them for reference
purposes. The Council should note that most of the descriptions of testimony reflect testimony
received at the public hearing and before the Committee began work on the Plan. In most cases,
those who testified did not update their comments to reflect Committee actions on the Plan.

The Committee recommends approval of the Sector Plan with the changes recommended in this
memorandum. The Committee supported most of the recommendation in the Planning Board
Draft. The major changes recommended by a majority of the Committee are as follows:

e Staging: The most significant change is the strengthening of the Staging Plan to
require that specific trip mitigation goals be achieved, that congestion at intersections
is no worse than at present (or than the adopted standard), and that certain facilities
must be programmed for completion before proceeding to successive stages, making
this the most stringent Staging Plan in any master plan.

e County Service Park: While the Plan recommends the relocation of the County
Service Park and other public facilities, final decisions as to whether when and where
to relocate will be made as part of a separate process. The Committee recommends
clarifying that these decisions will be NOT be determined during the Sector Plan
review. The Plan is written with options for development with and without the
relocation of the County facilities.

e Public Facilities: The Committee provides alternative recommendations for the
location of public facilities dependent on whether the County Service Park relocates.
The Committee recommends removing the Plan’s recommendation to have Blueberry
Hill Park serve as an alternative site for the elementary school.

e Shift in Residential Units: The majority of the Committee recommends shifting
those residential units closest to the Transfer Station to other areas in the Plan and
also moving jobs from the Technology Corridor to the area adjacent to the Transfer
Station and closer to the Metro Station. (There is no net change in the total number of
housing units or jobs in the planning area.)

I. OVERVIEW

Park and Planning Department Staff will present an overview of the Plan to the Council as an
introduction to the Council worksessions. The Shady Grove Sector Plan was last revised in 1985
and envisioned the area as being primarily industrial. This amendment recommends a
transformation to a mixed-use community with a new residential focus at the Metro Station. The
Plan envisions a mixed-use “urban village” at the station that will provide housing, employment,
and retail uses within walking distance. The Plan strives to protect existing communities with a
buffer area of compatible transitional uses between the Metro station area and the Derwood
community. It aims to make Shady Grove a more pedestrian-oriented place with generous
sidewalks and streetscaping around the Metro station area.

The Sector Plan recognizes the importance of the existing 1-270 Technology Corridor and
strengthens opportunities by designating a technological corridor along Shady Grove Road as
well as recommending redevelopment along MD 355 to achieve a mixed-use character. It also



includes recommendations to make Shady Grove a greener community with a significant amount
of new parks and urban open spaces, as well as increased woodland areas, tree-lined streets, and
green urban parks. The Plan intent is to create a balanced community that provides more
housing close to transit and jobs and provides business opportunities. The Sector Plan also
recommends staging future development to ensure that adequate transportation, schools, and
other public facilities are provided in a timely fashion. Some of the themes the Plan was based
on include the following:

e Implementation of the General Plan and its vision to concentrate growth at transit stations
and along the 1-270 Corridor.

¢ Implementation of the recommendations in the Transportation Policy Report (TPR) to
increase housing and decrease jobs to help balance the County’s jobs/housing (J/H) ratio.
(Shady Grove is the only Sector Plan in the corridor to be targeted for a large increase in
housing to meet the recommended J/H ratio in the Transportation Policy Report (TPR).

e The importance of providing design guidance that will make this a livable and attractive
community and encourages residents to walk and use transit.

e The importance of providing adequate public facilities for this new community (schools,
parks, library, etc.) and minimizing negative transportation impacts.  (The
recommendations in the Plan contribute only 10% to the future traffic; the majority of
future traffic will be traffic coming from outside the Planning Area.)

e A strong Staging Plan is the key to the successful buildout of the Plan. Among the Plan’s
many staging provisions are requirements to evaluate the success trip reduction measures
and a recommendation for a review of public facilities and traffic impact at
approximately 50% of build-out.

IIl. CAPACITY ISSUES

The Shady Grove Sector Plan recommends a significant increase in the number of housing units
recommended in the 1985 Plan and a decrease in the number of jobs (see chart below) and
numerous groups and individuals have raised the concern that public facilities do not have
sufficient capacity to absorb this growth. Although some of the comments referred generally to
concerns about the capacity of public facilities, most of the focus was on schools and
transportation and therefore these issues are addressed in detail below.

Before addressing whether there is sufficient capacity to serve the projected growth, the Council
should understand the changes recommended in the Plan. As the chart on the following page
displays, the Planning Board Draft Plan recommends approximately 3,800 to 4,800 more
housing units than the existing 1985 and 1990 Sector Plans both to take advantage of the Metro
station location and to decrease the jobs/housing (J/H) balance as recommended in the TPR. The
Planning Bloard Draft also recommends a decrease in the number of jobs by approximately
5,300 jobs.

' The Public Hearing Draft would have resulted in an approximate increase of 2,700 housing units and a reduction
of 7,210 jobs compared to the adopted Sector Plans. The impact of the Planning Board changes to the Public
Hearing Draft was to increase overall levels of development while attaining approximately the same targeted
jobs/mousing ratio. The rationale for the increased density is described on © 1B-4. '



Jobs and Housing Summary in the Shady Grove Sector Plan

1985/ -
1990 Public Planning Board PHE.D
. Committee
Master TPR Hearing Draft )
L Plans ) Draft Recommendation
Existing (Gobs at 7 Alternative (with 15% 15%
FAR,with | LandUse | o0 | 1550, | MPDU | |54 | MPDU
12.5% mppU) | mppu | 2 | mppu | 2
MPDU)2 bongs bongs
density density
SHADY GROVE POLICY AREA
Jobs 3,874 14,070 5,566 6,860 8,741 8,741 8,696 8,696
Housing 119 1,324 4,000 4,000 5,140 6,090 5,140 6,090
J/H
Ratio 32 10.6 14 1.6 1.7 14 1.5 1.4
SHADY GROVE SECTOR PLAN AREA
Jobs 13,650 27,890 - 18,727 20,841 | 20,841 | 20,841 | 20,841
Housing 2,600 3,960 - 6,667 7,988 8,940 7,988 8,940
J/H. 5.25 7.0 2.76 2.5 2.3 2.5 2.3
Ratio

Since the main concern about this level of density at a transit station is whether the public
facilities are adequate to serve the new residents and employees, the Staging Plan discussed later
in this memorandum is a critical part of the Committee’s recommendations. If there is not
adequate capacity, the Staging Plan will prevent full build out of the Plan.

Testimony: The Council received extensive testimony and approximately 50 letters from
individuals, groups (The Upcounty Citizens Advisory Board, the Greater Shady Grove Civic
Alliance, the Montgomery County Civic Federation, Montgomery Preservation, Inc., and the
Norbeck Meadows Civic Association) and local elected officials (Washington Grove Mayor
Compton, City of Gaithersburg Mayor Katz, and Rockville Mayor Giammo) concerned that
increases in density were too great and that public facilities, particularly transportation and
schools, did not have sufficient capacity to absorb this increase.

A. School Capacity

Committee Recommendation: Do not increase the number of residential units above the
amount recommended in the Sector Plan so as not to exceed the capacity of the new
elementary school recommended for the planning area.

2 Estimates of jobs in the 1985 Sector Plan were based on an assumed FAR at build-out of 0.35 FAR, which would
have produced 9,842 jobs and 1,324 housing (with a J/H ratio of 7.4). The research division at the Park and
Planning Department has since updated their estimates of commercial build-out of properties near Metro stations
and believe that 0.7 FAR represents a more accurate estimate of potential build-out.




This section addresses school capacity issues and whether the schools sites recommended in the
Sector Plan will be sufficient to serve the students generated by the Planning Board Draft. The
issue of where to locate the new elementary school is discussed in a separate section below.

Park and Planning Department Staff, with assistance from Montgomery County Public Schools
(MCPS) Staff conducted an analysis of school capacity under different build-out options. The
detailed presentation of this analysis appears on pages 60 — 68 of the Shady Grove Sector Plan
Supplemental Technical Information Report. This analysis included a range of alternatives from
2,700 new units (if the County Service Park is not relocated) up to a high of 6,350 new units in
which the Service Park relocates and every property redevelops with the allowable 22 percent
(Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit (MPDU) bonus density. The analysis indicates that up to
5,700 student-generating units will require one new elementary school and contribute to the
need for a new high school, generating some fraction of the total need. Capacity exists in the
middle schools to accommodate the Planning Board Draft. With more than 5,700 units, the
capacity of one elementary school is exceeded and would require students to be assigned to
future elementary schools such as the King Farm elementary school, but some level of additional
students could be absorbed into existing schools.

The Committee reviewed the assumptions MCPS used to generate their projections of new
students, and the determinations regarding the number of new schools needed to serve those
students. The Committee supported M-NCPPC and MCPS’s conclusion that the new housing
recommended in the Plan can be served by the additional of one elementary school, existing
middle schools in the area and a new high school to be built outside the Planning Area. The
Committee determined that an increase in density beyond the amount recommended in the Plan
could create a capacity problem and therefore does not support any increase in the number of
residential units. The Committee also recommends that the Plan not recommend high school
clusters and believe that the word “cluster” should be removed from page 86 of the Plan.

B. Master-Planned Transportation Capacity

Land use/transportation balance. With the exception of the Potomac Subregion Master Plan,
all master plans adopted by the Council for the past twenty years have been in balance: ‘that is,

the planned transportation system can meet the travel demand generated by the planned

development. A plan in balance does not mean that traffic conditions at build-out will be
deemed ‘good’ or even ‘fair’; more likely the traffic congestion will be at the borderline between
‘tolerable’ and ‘intolerable.’

The discussion on transportation capacity is found on pp. 38-50 of the Shadv Grove Sector Plan

Supplemental Technical Inforpation report. The Planning staff*s analysis of capacity examined:

(1) future traffic crossing a cordon line around the Sector Plan area; (2) a Policy Area

Transportation Review (PATR)-type analysis of future area-wide congestion; and (3) a Local

Area Transportation Review (LATR)-type analysis of intersection congestion. The cordon
analysis demonstrates that 71% of the traffic in the Sector Plan area at build out will be from
through traffic, and only 29% will be traffic to or from development within the area. Only 10%



of the traffic crossing the cordon will be due to the additional development recommended in the
Plan over that which exists today.

The PATR-type test has not been applied in determining whether there is land use/transportation
balance in Sector Plans for Metro Station areas. Typically these areas are too small—and
congestion is too much driven by intersection capacity—for PATR to be a meaningful analysis.

Therefore, the attention is best paid to the LATR analysis. There are two standards that apply:
1,800 Critical Lane Volume (CLV) for the intersections within the boundary of the Shady Grove
Metro Station Policy Area (with the allowance for exceeding 1,800 CLYV if the resulting queues
do not impact the adjacent signalized intersections); and 1,475 CLV in the balance of the Sector
Plan area. The chart on ©5 shows the future congestion levels at each of the major intersections,
all of which assume implementation of the transportation demand management (TDM) measures
in the plan:

e Shady Grove Road/Oakmont Avenue will have tolerable congestion with no further
improvements.

e Crabbs Branch Way/Redland Road will have tolerable congestion with the already-
programmed widening of Redland Road.

e Shady Grove Road/Crabbs Branch Way will have tolerable congestion with a second left-
turn lane on each approach of Crabbs Branch Way and an exclusive right-turn lane on

each approach of Shady Grove Road.

e MD 355/Redland Road will have tolerable congestion with another left-turn lane from
westbound Redland Road to southbound MD 355.

e MD 355/Gude Drive will have tolerable congestion with the construction of the
recommended grade-separated interchange at that location. This interchange is already
on the County’s priority list for the State Highway Administration to add to its
Development and Evaluation (project planning) Program.

e MD 355/Shady Grove Road will have tolerable congestion by adding a second right-turn
lane on each of Shady Grove Road’s approaches. With a CLV only 4% above 1,800 and
the nearby signalized intersections spaced at some distance, the queues from the
intersection will not likely cause a problem.

The main dilemma is the Shady Grove Road/Midcounty Highway intersection, which is forecast
to operate at 2,152 CLV at build-out even with the TMD measures in place: 46% higher than the
applicable 1,475 CLV standard. (The Plan assumes the master-planned southeastern extension
of Midcounty Highway to the Intercounty Connector.) At this intersection the Planning staff
suggests adding a through lane in each direction of Midcounty Highway and adding an exclusive
right-turn-lane on both Shady Grove Road approaches. With these improvements, however, the
intersection will still operate at 1,738 CLV, 18% over the 1,475 CLV congestion standard.

Council staff explored with Planning staff the possibility of a grade-separated interchange at this
intersection. Given the road layout and forecasted traffic volumes, the most likely design
concept would be a single-point urban interchange, the concept employed at 1-270/Falls Road
and proposed at ICC/New Hampshire Avenue. Even with an interchange, however, the
intersection would still fail, and there would likely be a significant number of homes near the



intersection that would be dislocated or otherwise impacted. An interchange at this location,
therefore, is not feasible.

This brings the argument back to the finding carlier in this section: that most of the traffic
forecast in this area is through traffic unrelated to the build-out development level in the Sector
Plan area. The chart on ©5 shows that the land use under the Public Hearing Draft Plan—which
is 2,400 fewer households and 2,200 fewer jobs—still produces a congestion level at this
intersection which would be 11% over capacity. In some other master plans it has been
recognized that some intersections at their perimeter would operate over-capacity at buildout.

With regards to the land use/transportation balance of the Sector Plan, the Committee did
not reach a determination regarding how to treat the finding that the Midcounty
Highway/Shady Grove Road intersection would operate over capacity.

Metrorail capacity. The other issue related to transportation capacity-related that was raised at
the public hearing was whether there will be enough capacity on Metrorail to accommodate the
planned development at Shady Grove. The issue does not pertain to commercial development;
there is currently a surfeit of capacity on morning northbound and evening southbound trains that
would serve the travel demand generated by jobs at Shady Grove. With the master plan
assuming a doubling of the frequency of trains (no turn-backs at the Grosvenor-Strathmore
Station) and an increase of the number of cars per train, there will be well more capacity than the
build-out of the upper County will require.

The issue really centers on the amount of housing growth that can be accommodated, since all of
its Metro-generated traffic will be heading in the peak direction, both in the morning and the
evening rush periods. The main thing to understand, however, is that this is not a Shady Grove
issue: it is a corridor-long issue. Since the peak-load point of the western branch of the Red Line
is between the Dupont Circle and Farragut North Stations, the issue is reafly: how much housing
growth can be accommodated around every Metro Station between Woodley Park and Shady
Grove, and how much Metro parking and bus access should be provided to these stations. The
situation is further complicated by the Corridor Cities Transitway: most of its ridership is
destined to the Shady Grove Station, and a significant proportion of these patrons will be passing
through the peak-load point to downtown.

On the portion of the Red Line south of the Grosvenor-Strathmore Station the trains run on a8 PALS
minute headway, the closest the trains can run and operate safely. There is some room for
additional capacity. First of all, the 6-car train consists that operate now ultimately can be
increased to 8-car consists. Secondly, there is the possibility of removing some of the train
seating to create more standing room; depending upon the option chosen, the 193-person
capacity of each car (standing and seated) could be increased anywhere betwsen 3-17%,
depending on the concept selected. Together, with the addition of more rail cars, probably 40%
more capacity is available in the peak direction. This should be sufficient for the next decade or
so, but long-term solutions to this issue should be identified in the next few years.



[II. RELOCATION OF THE COUNTY SERVICE PARK

This section addresses issues related to the relocation of the County Service Park.’ Zoning, land
use and public facility issues for these properties are addressed in another section below. A map
of the County Service Park is on ©6.

Committee Recommendation: The Sector Plan should clarify that the final decision as to
whether and where County facilities move will be made as part of a separate process. Since
it will be determined by those agencies operating the facilities using a bidding process, the
Plan should not specify a preferred option for relocation, but remain neutral as to the
potential new location of County Service Park. Include language in the Plan resolution
that indicates prompt attention will be given to the relocation of the County Services Park.

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends relocating facilities in the CSP to permit more
appropriate mixed-use residential development adjacent to the Metro station. Zoning
recommendations for properties in the CSP are shown on © 7. Establish a one year application
period after Plan approval, in which the County can receive development proposals to relocate
County Service Park facilities. If after one year, no acceptable proposals are received, County
investment in those facilities may continue.

Testimony: The County Executive supports the relocation of the County Service Park providing
that it be revenue neutral to the County and not diminish operational efficiencies of the agencies
located in the Service Park. Furthermore, if the entire Service Park cannot be relocated, the
Executive recommends that the area east of Crabbs Branch Way remain industrial classification
and stated that under any relocation proposal, the Department of Public Works and
Transportation uses should be considered together for relocation purposes. Mayor Compton
(Washington Grove) also supports relocating the County Services Park. The Montgomery
County Civic Federation and Montgomery Preservation, Inc. (represented by Wayne Goldstein)
noted that if the County can find multiple replacement sites for the Services Park, they must
factor in not only the cost to build new, but also the inevitable inefficiencies that will be caused
by duplicative staff and facilities at the new locations. Eakin/Youngentob Associates and RST
Development support relocating the Service Park to their property on Casey 6 and Casey 7.
Miller and Smith support relocating the Service Park to the Webb Tract (which is outside the

planning area). (Since submission of the original testimony, Eakin/.Youngentob and Millerand
Smith have formed a partnership to bid on the relocation.) The Montgomery Village Fouridation

withholds support for moving the school bus depot to the Webb Tract conditional upon receiving
more information on the environmental impact and traffic patters. Additionally, they oppose the
blanket relocation of the entire Service Park to the Webb Tract. Individuals also raised concerns
regarding the costs and inefficiencies of relocating as well as a lack of information regarding the
relocation. One individual wanted the Council to place a school at the existing bus yard.

Staff Analysis: As noted above, there are several different County facilities located in Shady
Grove and numerous different options for relocating them. It is possible that all facilities will be
relocated as recommended by the Sector Plan or that only a portion of the facilities will be

? There are several facilities operated by multiple agencies that are referred to here as the County Service Park or
CSP.




relocated. The facilities could continue to be co-located at a single site or relocated in two or
more locations. At least two options have been identified as potential sites to relocate facilities
(the Webb Tract which is outside the Planning Area and Casey sites 6 and 7) and additional ones
could surface during a bidding process. The determination as to which facilities will relocate,
where they will go and when relocation should occur, should not be decided during the
Sector Plan review but during a separate process. The decisions the Council should focus on
are whether you generally support the recommendation to relocate these facilities and whether
you believe the zoning and density recommended for existing service park land and potential
future locations in the planning area are correct.

Staff strongly endorses the Plan recommendation to move the facilities in the service park and
redevelop this area from an industrial area to one of mixed commercial and residential uses.
This is essential to maximizing the use of Metro and creating a new transit-oriented community.
The Executive has stated that he believes that the facilities should only be moved if the
relocation is revenue neutral. Staff believes that the County should be willing to make an
investment to ensure the success of this important Metro Station area and that cost neutrality
should be a goal, not a litmus test. If one is to consider cost neutrality it should be as a life-cycle
cost analysis over a multi-year period, not simply at the time of the move. (The County will
clearly save on future renovation costs by having new facilities and this should be factored into
any assessment of cost neutrality.) Finally, Staff does not believe that the Sector Plan should
bias what will be an independent bidding process to determine where the facilities should locate.

Committee Recommendation: The Committee supported the Staff recommendation to assure
that the Plan is neutral with regard to the location of the County Service Park

IV. PUBLIC FACILITIES

The PHED Committee will have a final discussion on the Plan’s recommendation for a
Recreation Center on September 7 and this issue is therefore not included in this discussion of .
public facilities.

Committee Recommendation: The Plan should identify different options for the location of
public facilities including schools, libraries and parks depending on whether the County
Service Park is relocated. In summary, the Committee recommends the following locations
for public facilities:



Options for Public Facilities if the County Service Park Does Not Relocate. If the County
Service Park does not relocate, the number of residential units and therefore the need for public
facilities (e.g., parks) will be reduced.

Facility Location

School Casey at Mill Creek at location recommended in the
Planning Board Draft Sector Plan (to be acquired by
MCPS)

Library On Metro North WMATA property

Park facilities | At least one ballfield on the Casey 6 property. Other
facilities to be located outside Planning Area.

Options for Public Facilities if the County Service Park Relocates. If the County Service
Park relocates as recommended in the Plan, the Committee recommends 2 possible options for
public facilities (one if the school is located on Jeremiah Park and the other if the school is
located at Casey at Mill Creek). The Committee recommends the following:

Option 2
Option 1 (School at Casey at Mill
Facility (School at Jeremiah Park) | Creek)
School Jeremiah Park Casey at Mill Creek at location

recommended in the preliminary
plan (if acquisition is privately

funded)
Library On Metro North WMATA | On Jeremiah Park or Metro
property North
Park At least one field provided | Master Plan  specifies a
Facilities as a combination | minimum size for park at

park/school site. Other | Jeremiah Park and lists park
field needs provided on | needs that must be met before
Casey 6 or outside Planning | the Service Park area can
Area. redevelop.

Plan Recommendation: The Plan’s public facilities concept is to provide a full complement of
public facilities that can serve both new and existing residents. The Plan recommends locating
public facilities in the Jeremiah Park area as transitional uses convenient to the community, and
on the east side of the Metro station, convenient to transit. Public facilities such as a library and
local park located at Crabbs Branch Way and Shady Grove Road should be visible, accessible,
and create a civic presence. The Planning Board Draft Plan also supports a public community
center, to serve this community and surrounding communities. Existing County services
facilities should be relocated and reconfigured to sites where they can operate more efficiently.
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General Testimony: The Council received several letters expressing general concermn that there
will be inadequate public facilities if the proposed density increase surrounding the Metro station
is built and requesting that the public facility requirements be stronger. Some of these letters
specifically stated that the 10% increase in public facilities would not support the proposed
growth. Solutions Not Sprawl stated that the Plan addresses opportunities for educational,
recreational, and civic facilities. Pamela Lindstrom thinks that facilities that residents value
should be provided.

A. Schools

The PHED discussed the potential location of the school over the course of several worksessions.
Issues covered include the merit of the Plan’s recommendation to site the school at Casey at Mill
Creek at considerable cost to the County (while the developer dedicated land for a Legacy Open
Space (LOS) site on the same property), whether it would be possible to place the school
partially or entirely on the LOS site to decrease County costs, whether the school could be
located in one of the new Metro neighborhoods and whether the Plan’s recommendation to
identify Blueberry Hill Park as an alternative school was appropriate. Council and Park and
Planning Department Staff prepared detail analyses of these options and responses to Committee
questions. These materials are not included in this packet but are below but are available in the
staff packets prepared for Committee worksessions.

Committee Recommendation: Identify Jeremiah Park as a recommended location for an
elementary school. Alternatively the school can be located at the Casey at Mill Creek site
identified in the Plan if the site is either acquired with private funding or the County
Service Park does not relocate. Eliminate from consideration options that would place a
school on the LOS property. Remove the Plan’s recommendation which identified
Blueberry Hill as an alternative location for a school.

Page in Master Plan:

Blueberry Hill: 83 and 86 in the Plan; 57 and 64 in the Supplemental Technical Information.
Casey at Mill Creek: 45, 86, 103 in the Sector Plan, and 58, 64 in the Supplemental Technical
Information.

Acres: ;

Blueberry Hill: 20 acres including 10 acres potential school site.

Casey at Mill Creek: 58 (including 9 acre school site and 13 acre Legacy Open Space site).
Existing and Recommended Zoning:

Blueberry Hill: R-90 and PD-5

Casey at Mill Creek: R-90

Plan Recommendations: ,

Blueberry Hill: Preserve Blueberry Hill Park as a recreation park site, preferably for passive
recreation and open space. Designate Blueberry Hill Park as a potential alternative school site,
should a school at Casey at Mill Creek not be achieved.

Casey at Mill Creek: Designate a Legacy Open Space (LOS) site to protect the existing meadow
adjacent to the Town of Washington Grove. Provide a neighborhood park for passive recreation
connected to the LOS site and proposed elementary school via a trail. Designate the Casey at
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Mill Creek South property as the preferred site for an elementary school. Achieve a bike trail
connection from Amity Drive to Washington Grove.

Additional important background information on Casey at Mill Creek property includes the LOS
designation and recent approval by the Planning Board of a preliminary plan which requires the
applicant to dedicate the LOS site and place the school site into reservation for two years for
acquisition by Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS). A Planning Staff memorandum
providing a summary of these actions is attached at ©8-12. This memorandum also establishes
the rational for the LOS designation.

Testimony:

Blueberry Hill: The Council received more than 50 letters from individuals (including
Washington Grove Mayor John Compton, 14 year-old Angeli Manuel, and 3rd grader Holly
Costanzo) as well as the Norbeck Meadows Civic Association and the Shady Grove Civic
Alliance addressing the Plan’s recommendations for Blueberry Hill Park. All of those who
wrote on the subject supported retaining Blueberry Hill Park as a park. Several letters noted that
the Derwood community has historically been underserved with parks and recreation facilities
and did not want any decrease in recreational facilities at the Park. At least one individual noted
that placing a school here would result in a loss of the wooded area with negative environmental
consequences. In addition to the environmental reasons, some individuals raised questions
regarding accessibility and traffic if a school is located at Blueberry Hill. Although not all the
letters received specified preferable locations for an elementary school, many suggested that the
new elementary school should be placed on the Casey at Mill Creek property. In addition to the
above testimony, Yuriy Naiburge wrote that he does not want a baseball field at Blueberry Hill
Park.

Casey at Mill Creek: The Council received nearly 75 letters from individuals (including Mayor
Compton), as well as the Norbeck Meadows Civic Association and the Shady Grove Civic
Alliance, regarding Casey at Mill Creek. The overwhelming majority of writers had similar
concerns. First, they wanted the Council to consider the Casey at Mill Creek plan as an entire
package. Second, they do not want the Council to leave open the issue of whether there should
be.an LOS designation or an elementary school site; they want both and do not want the size of
the LOS site reduced. They supported placing a school on Casey at Mill Creek for a variety
reasons, including that it is conveniently located in the metro area without being on a major road,
no existing County facilities would have to be moved in order to construct a school, the
Amity/Briarwood communities were promised a school/park in a past master plan, the school
would serve as a focal point for their community, the school would be closer to new housing, the
Casey site has better access than the Blueberry Hill site and would allow for better traffic flow,
and it is a “safe, quality school site, bordered by woodlands, wetlands, and history.” The Council
received a letter from Brad Botwin recommending that the County school system be allowed 3
years to purchase Casey at Mill Creek for a new elementary school. The Montgomery County
Civic Federation and Montgomery Preservation, Inc. (represented by Wayne Goldstein) support
protection for Washington Grove’s Historic Meadow through either LOS purchase or through
master plan designation.
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Staff Analysis:

Blueberry Hill: The issue of where to locate the new elementary school generated more
testimony than any other recommendation in the Sector Plan; virtually all testimony was
opposition to placing a schoo! at Blueberry Hill or in support of a school at Casey at Mill Creek.
Those who wrote about Blueberry Hill indicated that they did not want to lose a beloved
neighborhood park. Issues raised include the potential loss of recreational facilities,
environmental and traffic concerns. Although a few of those who testified indicated that they
understood the potential location of the school, many, if not most, were under the false
impression that the school would be built on the developed portion of the park, replacing existing
recreational facilities. If a school were to be located on this site it would be in the undeveloped
portion of the site which is currently wooded. As noted by at least one individual who testified
before the Council, there are environmental benefits to keeping this portion of the site in a
wooded state. Placing a school on this site would prevent the opportunity to use the undeveloped
portion of the site for recreation facilities. (A memorandum from Park and Planning staff
describing the recreational needs in the planning area is attached at ©13-14). Finally, the
Council must consider the overwhelming community opposition.

Casey at Mill Creek: On the other hand, there is a very clear community preference for locating a
new elementary school on the Casey property. The school system believes that either Blueberry
Hill Park or the Casey property could accommodate a school; however, locating a school at the
recommended location in the Sector Plan would present a significant cost for the MCPS of
several million dollars. Since the preliminary plan only requires reservation for 2 years, MCPS
could have to acquire the site in advance of the need for the school. There are also site
constraints which will limit the size of the school. Given the fiscal implications and the site
constraints, Committee members spent a significant amount of time exploring what the other
options are for locating a school or reducing the cost of acquisition for MCPS.

Ultimately, the Committee decided against listing Blueberry Hill as an alternative site for the
school and preferred that the school be sited on county-owned land in Jeremiah Park if the CSP
relocates. Should a private entity (such as the developer for Jeremiah Park) decide to pay the
cost of property acquisition, Casey at Mill Creek would also be an appropriate site. If the CSP
does not relocate, the Committee supports the Sector Plan recommendation for Casey at Mill
Creek.

B. Park and Recreation Facilities

Committee Recommendation: Retain a minimum 4-acre park on Jeremiah Park and
require that specific recreational facilities (such as 3 adult ballfields) be located in the
Planning Area without requiring that specific facilities be placed at specific locations. -
Include the requirement that park needs must be met before the County Service Park can
redevelop.

Page in Master Plan: 81-84 N

Plan Recommendations: Provide Recreational Opportunities in Existing Parks (Blueberry Hill
Park, Redland Road Local Park) and new parks (stormwater management pond, a 10-accre
Jeremiah local Park, local park on Casey 6, local park in the Amity Drive area, Town Square and
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Town Common parks in the Metro Neighborhoods, public use spaces in each Metro
Neighborhood). Provide trail corridors and protect historic, cultural, and archaeological features.
Additional background information regarding park needs prepared by Park and Planning
Department Staff is attached at ©15-17.

Testimony: The County Executive thinks the references to Jeremiah Park and a community
center as a replacement use for the school bus depot should be more carefully considered, and
the need for this scale of park reexamined. The Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance thinks that
the Plan does not adequately address parks and recreation, while Solutions Not Sprawl stated that
the Plan includes a “wonderful” network of parks and public spaces. Several individuals
expressed their concern that the Plan did not adequately address public facilities, including parks,
for future populations. One individual indicated that he did not want a baseball field and
Blueberry Hill Park, while another noted that Jeremiah Park should be 20 acres with space for
two 90’ basepath baseball fields. Some individuals expressed their desire to create or retain the
following parks and green space: Amity Park, Jeremiah Park, Washington Grove LOS space,
Blueberry Hill Park, and Redland Park.

Staff Analysis: The Sector Plan describes the deficit of active (basketball courts, ballfields,
playgrounds) and passive (nature walks, trails, etc.) recreation facilities in the Planning Area.
The Plan recommends a variety of new facilities listed on page 83 to meet these needs. The
primary issues considered by the Committee are the Sector Plan’s recommendation for a new 10-
acre park in Jeremiah Park and the number of required facilities. The Plan recommends a new
10-acre park in Jeremiah Park and a 6 acre park on Casey 6, noting that if the County Service
Park relocates to Casey 6, park needs will be met in the Upper Rock Creek planning area.

The Park and Planning Department has indicated what facilities they believe are needed in the
Planning Area and identified specific locations for providing those facilities (including new
options in the memorandum attached at ©18-23. The unique situation created to redevelop the
CSP and relocate it lead Staff to believe that the Sector Plan should be more flexible in
specifying locations, provided that recreational needs can be met in the Sector Plan area.
Staff recommends listing the recreational needs in the Plan (e.g., 3 adult ballfields) and the
minimum acreage for a park at Jeremiah Park (e.g., 4 acres) and then requiring that area for the
needed recreational facilities be provided before development of the Jeremiah Park can occur.
This provides development of CSP site and other properties with the greatest flexibility to
explore alternative options while ensuring that the planning area’s recreation needs are met.

C. Library Services

Committee Recommendation: Indicate that the library should be provided in Metro North
(either on Jeremiah Park or the WMATA site). At the time the library is built, determine
if there is a need for additional meeting space beyond that typically provided for a library.

Page in Master Plan: 88

Plan Recommendations: Support a new library at the corner of Crabbs Branch Way and Shady
Grove Road. Consider relocating the library now proposed for the Laytonia Recreational Park to
the redeveloped school bus depot site. Design a multi-level building with structured parking.
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Testimony: The Council received testimony from the County Executive, supporting the creation
of a new library. The Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance supports placing the proposed library
within walking distance of the metro station (Jeremiah Park and Casey 7). Several individuals
expressed their support for the library at Jeremiah Park.

Committee Discussion: The Committee discussed different options for locating the library,
including ones outside the planning area. One option was the previously designated site of
Laytonia Recreational Park; however, the Committee learned that the Executive had committed
to place an Animal Shelter there subsequent to the preparation of earlier Plan drafts. The
Department of Public Libraries also indicated that they supported keeping a library in the
planning area near the Metro Station. The Committee ultimately supported the proposed location
of the library in the Metro North area either on Jeremiah Park or the WMATA site. (As
indicated in the Staging Plan described below, neither site can proceed to develop until a
determination is made regarding the location for the library.) If the Elementary School is located
on Jeremiah Park, then the library should be placed on the WMATA property. :

D. Fire and Rescue

The Committee recommendation for Fire and Rescue is presented below in the discussion of the
Casey #3 property on page 28.

E. Senior Services and Day Care
Committee Recommendation: Support the Sector Plan recommendation.
Page in Master Plan: 89
Plan Recommendations: Services such as elderly day care, teen programs, child daycare, and
recreation should be provided in convenient locations. Redevelop the existing day care located
on WMATA property into the new Metro West neighborhood. Provide a new day care facility
located on WMATA property within the Metro East neighborhood.
Testimony:: None
Staff Analysis: Support the Sector Plan recommendation.

F. Police Facilities

Committee Recommendation: Add a section to the Plan to address police facilities and the
possibility that a new police facility will be located in the Planning Area. : '

The Council received a letter from the Montgomery County Police Department requesting that

language be added to the Plan indicating that they may-locate a new police facility in the
Planning Area (see ©30). The Committee supports the following addition to the Sector Plan:
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The Montgomery County Police Department has been engaged in a site selection search for a
police station in the 6™ District adjacent to the Shady Grove Sector planning area. The police
department will consider the provision of a police facility within the planning area, co-
located with the Fire and Rescue facility.

V. LAND USE: SPECIFIC AREA AND PROPERTY RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Derwood Communities

Committee Recommendation: Support Plan recommendations with some clarifications
and editorial changes.

Page in Sector Plan: 19-23

Existing Zoning: Mix of Residential zones including RE-2, R-200, R-90 and PD-5
Recommended Zoning: No change in zoning.

Plan Recommendations: The Plan does not recommend zoning or land use changes. The
Plan’s recommendations are designed to create compatible land uses and patterns, establish
public facilities, provide convenient access to the Metro station and minimize traffic congestion.

Testimony: The testimony the Council received regarding the Derwood Communities was not
about specific Sector Plan recommendations for this area. Rather, the testimony expressed the
resident’s concern that the proposed density surrounding the Metro station would negatively
affect their communities.

Committee Recommendations: The Committee recommends the following editorial changes:
revise the third bullet on page 21 under “Community Concerns” by explaining the meaning of
the phrase “works for residents”; and modify the final bullet on page 23 under “concept” that
“trip mitigation” is not the primary or sole way pedestrian-friendly intersections are encouraged.

B. Industrial Core
1. Solid Waste Transfer Station

Committee Recommendation: Support efforts to relocate yard waste processing activities.
Add language to the Plan proposed by Planning Staff to further mitigate the impact of the
solid waste facilities. The majority recommends shifting residential units away from the
area closest to the Transfer Station and replacing them with jobs shifted from the
technology corridor. (See discussion under Metro West below.)

Page in Sector Plan: 42 and 103

Acres: 52 (combined with WMATA maintenance yard)

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: I-1

Plan Recommendations: The Sector Plan places a garage and a stream valley buffer area
between the Transfer Station and the residential uses. It also recommends the following:
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e relocating the yard waste functions from the transfer station to a more appropriate site to
reduce truck traffic and odors associated with the outdoor trash collection; and

e introducing measures to further reduce noise, odors, and truck traffic, improving
compatibility with future residential development of the Métro Station area

Testimony: The Shady Grove planning area includes the Solid Waste Transfer Station and the
Recycling Center. The Council received a letter from the Solid Waste Advisory Committee
(SWAC) questioning the wisdom of a large increase in residential units so close to these
facilities (see ©31-32). SWAC believes that developing high density residential housing
adjacent to the Transfer Station will lead to public complaints and appeals to relocate the
Transfer Station, which they believe is not an option due to cost, traffic and logistics. Some of
their concerns are that the facility is allowed to operate 24 hours a day, seven days a week
(although it usually does not operate 24 hours a day), the facility can become odorous during its
peak season (spring) when it holds decomposing yard trim, and the facility can be a source of
dust, noise and litter from vehicles and general operations. If the Council supports the Plan
recommended increases in residential density, SWAC recommends that a buffer zone with a
sufficient barrier of trees be placed between the Transfer Station and any residential housing. In
addition to SWAC’s letter, the Council received a letter from the Upcounty Citizens Advisory
Board expressing their concern about mitigating odor and noise problems from the transfer
station. Mayor Sidney Katz (City of Gaithersburg) asked the Council to consider relocating the
Transfer Station because it is incompatible with the proposed residential uses for a Metro station
policy area.

Committee Discussion: The Committee discussed the potential impact of the Transfer Station
on the adjacent community. The Committee does not believe that it will be possible to relocate
the Transfer Station and the Plan should clearly indicate this so that future home buyers who
consult the Sector Plan are not misled.

The Plan should also expand upon those actions that can be taken to minimize the impact of this
facility on surrounding development. The Committee supported minor changes to the Plan
including recommendations planting additional shade trees to serve as a visual buffer, providing
cut-off lighting fixtures to improve compatibility with proposed residential units, and locating
non-residential buildings or garages directly adjacent to the Transfer Station or WMATA

maintenance yards in order to create a compatible transition to the proposed mixed-use
residential areas.

The Committee learned that the yard waste processing activities at the Transfer Station generated
most of the odor and that the Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) is
currently looking at options to relocate these activities. Aftached on ©33-38 are maps of the -
prime candidate site for relocation and the Project Description Form (PDF) which funds the
planning of various aspects of improvement to Transfer Station operations and facilities,
including the relocation of the yard waste processing activities. DPWT has identified 700 Gude
Drive as the prime candidate site for ‘relocation, but the Council has not approved this, or any
other, specific site. To date, the only approved funds are for planning. The specific time frame
for actual relocation is uncertain until a CIP amendment to fund the relocation is approved. The
Committee supports the relocation to minimize odors for new and existing residents.
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A majority of the Committee also supported shifting the residential units that are closest to the
Transfer Station and replacing them with jobs provided from the Technology Corridor. This
shift is discussed further under Metro West below.

2. WMATA Maintenance Yard

Committee Recommendation: Support Sector Plan recommendations.

Page in Sector Plan: 42, 103.

Acres: 52 (combined with the Solid Waste Transfer Station)

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: I-1

Recommended: 91,035 SF

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends encouraging noise mitigation measures on this
and adjacent sites, providing expansion for storage, track, and maintenance functions within the
existing property, and permitting additional Metro parking within the maintenance yard.

Testimony: None
C. Metro Neighborhoods

The Metro Neighborhoods are envisioned as an urban village, a place that provides vitality,
convenience, and a human scale of development. The Plan states that it should become a
residential mixed-use area, with pedestrian-oriented characteristics, and with some office and
community-servicing retail uses, and recreational areas providing a focus for community life and
services. The Plan recommends achieving a mix of residential unit types. Density steps down
on the station’s east side for a compatible transition to Derwood’s nearby residential
communities. The Metro Neighborhoods comprise four areas: Metro West, Metro South, Metro
North, and Metro East/Old Derwood. Each is discussed below.

Testimony: Numerous individuals and civic groups wrote letters expressing general opposition
to the proposed number of residential units in the Metro Neighborhoods. They think that the
proposed density is too great. The Council also received letters from a few individuals and
groups that expressed general support for the proposed density. In the discussion of the
individual properties which appears below, there were several requests for increases in density.
Since the Committee’s view on each of these requests was identical, it is summarized here.

Committee Recommendation: The Committee considered at length whether to support the
proposed decreases and increases in density. Since the primary objection to the densities in the
Plan was the impact on public facilities and traffic, the Committee significantly strengthened the
staging recommendations to assure that development would not proceed until the facilities were
available and traffic mitigation strategies in place and demonstrated to be working. These
staging requirements could prevent these properties from achieving full build out at maximum
density. The Committee believed that a staging approach was preferable to decreasing density in
an area directly adjacent to a Metro station.
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The Committee considered several proposals from property owners to increase the densities in
different Metro neighborhood properties. While some Committee members thought that certain
of the requests could be accommodated from a land use perspective by increasing units per acre
or height, the Committee was unanimous in its view that the total number of residential
units should not exceed the amount recommended in the Planning Board Draft due to the
school capacity issues discussed earlier in this memorandum. Therefore the Committee agreed
not to increase densities unless it could identify an offsetting decrease elsewhere in the planning
area. The Committee did consider various options for shifting residential densities and the
majority recommends moving the residential units closest to the Transfer Station to an area
outside the Metro West neighborhood.

1. Metro West

Committee Recommendation: Shift 340 residential units from the Metro West properties
near the Solid Waste Transfer Station to Casey 7 or Metro North/ Jeremiah Park. Shift
447 jobs from properties along Shady Grove Road to the Metro West properties, resulting
in a commercial density of 0.75 FAR.

Page in Sector Plan: 35; map on ©38.

Acres: 38

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Euclidian Zoning: Transit Oriented Mixed-Use (TOMX) Zone

Recommended Density: 1,580 dwelling units (35-60 units/acre); 830,965 SF of retail; 1.5-2.0
FAR.

Plan Recommendations; The Metro West neighborhood is the heart of the envisioned urban
village. The Plan recommends the highest densities, 1.5 to 2.0 FAR, on the west side of the
Metro station, to achieve a lively, mixed-use center with a substantially residential character.
The Plan also recommends retail and office uses not exceed 30% in order to ensure that
residential uses dominate this area. Additionally, the Plan recommends permitting a maximum
of 15 stories adjacent to the Metro station, but stepping down to a 4-story edge along Redland
Road and MD 355. The Plan recommends providing a variety of open spaces including a 1.5
acre-public park, the Town Square at the Metro station (dedicated to the M-NCPPC), and-a 50-
foot wide linear park. Additionally, the Plan recommends requiring participation by all new -
development in the Urban Service District and contribution to funding a public/private
community center.

Testimony: Thomas Somerville Co. wants 75 units per acre and more flexibility with the

specific size and location of the amenities and parks in this area. Some individuals support a
height limit of 8 stories and the concentration of residential development here.

19



Units Per | Total Number | Total Number
Acre without | Units without | Units with
MPDU Bonus | MPDU Bonus | MPDU Bonus
Plan Recommendation | 35-60* 1585 1932
Property Owner . 75 2812 3430
* Unit per acre range reflects the 1.5 to 2 FAR range permitted.

Unit yield reflects a minimum of 70% housing and a
maximum of 30% commercial uses.

Committee Discussion: Metro West is the property that is directly adjacent to Metro and has
the greatest potential for absorbing density. The Committee agreed with the recommendation to
make this the heart of the urban village and place the highest densities on this property

The Committee discussed the impact of the Transfer Station on surrounding development and the
concerns of the Solid Waste Advisory Committee. The majority of the Committee was
concerned about the 340 residential units directly adjacent to the Transfer Station and believed
they should be moved. To provide an incentive for redevelopment of the property, the majority
also believed that it would be necessary to replace any lost residential development with
additional commercial development potential. After exploring numerous options to shift the
residential and commercial density, the majority of the Committee supported a shift of residential
density from Metro West (in the area adjacent to the Transfer Station) to Casey 7 with the
provision that these units could also be transferred to Metro North and Jeremiah Park. As
discussed in the section on the Technology Corridor below, the Committee also supported
moving jobs from the Corridor to Metro West, both to provide an incentive for redevelopment of
area adjacent to the Transfer Station and to bring those jobs closer to the Metro Station. The
Committee’s recommendation does not increase the Plan recommended number of residential
units and results in a minor reduction in the number of jobs and therefore does not impact school
capacity or other facilities. (Attached on © 39-41 is a memorandum from Park and Planning
Department Staff regarding this alternative.)

Councilmember Praisner did not support the shift in residential and commercial development.
She believes the residential development proposed for the site is consistent with the residential
development across MD 355 (King Farm) and with the goal to add residential development close
to Metro. Further she believes that these complex changes to the Planning Board’s proposed
master plan are unnecessary since there is no significant difference in the impact of the Transfer
Station for these proposed units and those nearby.

2. Metro South
Committee Recommendation: Support Plan recommendations.
Page in Sector Plan: 37; map on ©42.
Acres: 25.5

Existing Zoning: [-1/C-3
Recommended Euclidian Zoning: New Transit Oriented Mixed-Use (TOMX) Zone
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Recommended Density: 745 dwelling units (35-60 dwelling units/acre); 391,150 SF of retail;
1.5-2.0 FAR

Plan Recommendations: The Metro South neighborhood is a mixed-use residential area similar
in land use character to Metro West. Existing businesses are encouraged to relocate or redevelop
in the new development pattern. The Plan recommends permitting a maximum of 8 stories on
interior blocks and 4 stories along Redland Road and MD 355. The Plan also recommends
providing a variety of open spaces including a 50-foot wide linear urban park and abandoning
the dead end portion of Paramount Drive to create a park. The Plan recommends limiting
commercial uses to 30% in this area. Additionally, the Plan recommends requiring participation
by all new development in the Urban Service District and contribution to funding a

public/private community center.

Testimony: - Thomas Somerville Co. wants 75 units per acre and
specific size and location of the amenities and parks in this area.

more flexibility with the

Units Per | Total Number | Total Number
Acre without | Units without | Units with
MPDU Bonus | MPDU Bonus | MPDU Bonus
Plan Recommendation | 35-60* 745 908
Property Owner 75 1372 1674

*  Unit per acre range reflects the 1.5 to 2 FAR range permitted.
Unit yield reflects a minimum of 70% housing and a maximum of 30% commercial
uses.

Committee Discussion: The Committee considered the requested increase in density but did not
believe that the Plan should increase the overall residential density above that recommended in
the Planning Board Draft and therefore does not supported the requested increase. The
Committee believes that the public open space and amenities will be an essential part of this new
community and that the Sector Plan provides an appropriate level of information (and flexibility)
relating to these amenities.

3. Metro North

Committee Recommendation: Support the recommended zoning. Indicate that the library
should be provided in Metro North (either on Jeremiah Park or the WMATA site). Shift
340 residential units from the Metro
Station, to Casey 7. Provide that these units can also be transferred to Metro Nort]
Jeremiah Park. S

The Metro North neighborhood, east of the tracks,
County-owned land that is currently developed with a Ride-On bus and maintenance facility.
The Plan envisions a mix of residential unit types and some office and

West properties near the Solid Waste Transfer
-and

includes the Metro fpmpég‘rty and |

retail uses primarily

located at the Metro station. A public or public/private community center is recommended on

this side of the station. The Plan identifies this neighborhood as an appropriate location for
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elderly and affordable housing, on either County or WMATA property. A map of these
properties is attached on ©43. )

a. WMATA Property

Committee Recommendation: Support recommended zoning and density (see
recommendations for library above).

Page in Sector Plan: 38-39

Acres: 41.5

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Euclidian Zoning: New Transit Oriented, Mixed-Use (TOMX) Zone
Recommended Density: 700 dwelling units; 26,000 SF of retail, 1.5 FAR

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends relocating and expanding the existing bus
facility. The Plan recommends redeveloping this property as a mixed-use residential
neighborhood with a range of housing types including townhouses, apartments, and an elderly
and affordable housing development. The Plan also recommends concentrating convenience
retail and office uses near the Metro station to serve both commuters and residents.
Additionally, the Plan recommends providing a public/private community center if a public
facility is not provided. The Plan also recommends requiring participation in the Urban Service
District and in funding the private community center, if one is provided. The Plan recommends
maintaining building heights at 6 stories or less to form a compatible transition to the existing
single-family neighborhoods to the east. However, building heights along Redland Road should
not exceed 4 stories. The Plan also recommends providing varied open spaces to meet
recreational needs, including several small parks and a 140-foot wide Town Commons. The
Town Commons should be dedicated as a public park.

Testimony: None

b. Department of Public Works and Transportation Equipment Maintenance
Operations Center and Montgomery County Public Schools Food Services
Sites

Committee Recommendation: Support recommended zoning and density (see
recommendations for library and other public facilities above).

Page in Sector Plan: 39

Acres: 30

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Zoning: New Transit Oriented, Mixed-Use (TOMX) Zone

Recommended Density: 1,030 dwelling units; 40,000 square feet of retail.

Plan Recommendations: Relocate these facilities. Achieve a mix of market rate and affordable
residential unit types including townhouses, apartments, and live-work units. Require
participation in the Urban Service District. Limit building heights to 6 stories, stepping down to
4 stories along Crabbs Branch Way. Avoid locating residential units directly adjacent to the rail
line.
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Testimony: See comments regarding the County Services Park relocation.

Committee Discussion: The Committee reviewed proposals for the redevelopment of this site if
County facilities relocate. The Committee supported the zoning for this property and believe
that mixed-use redevelopment under the TOMX zone will be a better use of land adjacent to a
Metro Station.

4. Metro East/Old Derwood

Plan recommendations for Old Derwood include relocating non-residential uses within the Old
Derwood community to more appropriate industrial areas. Additionally, the Plan recommends
permitting 4-story, multi-family development fronting Redland Road and encouraging elderly
housing within the neighborhood. Appropriate sites for the elderly housing are the Vehicle
Emissions Inspection Program (which is state-owned) or Derwood Bible Church properties. The
Plan also recommends requiring all new development to participate in the Urban Service District
and in funding a private community center, if one is provided. Finally, the Plan recommends
supporting use of Transfer of Development Rights as bonus density under the provisions of PD
zoning. A map for these properties is attached at ©44.

Testimony: The County Executive is supportive of the densities recommended in the Plan, but
is concerned about the amount of retail included east of the rail tracks. There should be
additional retail allocated. Patricia Rados thinks that the proposed density in Old Derwood is too
high. She would like the proposed density to be PD-13 or lower, although she prefers R-200.
She prefers the building height limit in Old Derwood to be 3 stories. She wants park and green
space in Old Derwood designated as such and wants standards for traffic, air, and noise set. The
Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance supports the preservation of Old Derwood. They want the
0Old Derwood School, Post Office, comer market, church, the rail man apartment and many
residential structures to be preserved and saved. They want protection and fences for the two
cemetery lots that hold Ricketts and Crabbs family’s burial sites. The Alliance also wants
Victorian style street lighting in Old Derwood.

a. Derwood Bible Church Site

Committee. Recommendation: Majority supports the proposed Sector Plan zoning
(R200/PD-13) with additional language regarding the mix of units and compatibility with
adjacent residential development. Councilmember Praisner supports R-200/PD-11. The
entire Committee recommends against including the cemetery in the area to be rezoned.

Page in Sector Plan: 41; map on page 10 in the Technical Appendix.
Acres: 4

Existing Zoning: R-200

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zening: R-200/PD-13
Recommended Density: 52 dwelling units (13 dwelling units/acre). 7

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends maintaining the existing zoning and supporting

PD-13 zoning to allow a mix of townhouses and single-family detached units to be developed. If
this property is redeveloped, the Plan recommends buildings be no higher than 3 stories.




Testimony: Individuals commented that the church should not redevelop unless VEIP relocates,
the church should be preserved, and the property should have a height limit of 4 stories. The
Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance, as well as some individuals, want the Bible Church
property changed to a mix of townhouse and single-family homes with colonial or Victorian
style houses.

Committee Discussion: Contrary to the wishes of some who testified, the Sector Plan cannot
prevent the Derwood Bible Church from moving and selling their land for redevelopment.
Moreover, Staff understands that they Plan to relocate regardless of the zoning recommended in
the Sector Plan. This property is southeast of the area recommended for PD-35 zoning and west
of an apartment complex in a PD-2 zone. The property directly to the southwest is zoned R-200
(See Hoskinson/Schwartz House on page 10 in the Technical Appendix.) The Plan’s PD-13
zoning is recommended to create a transition from this higher density zoning to the zoning to the
south and east. After reviewing the surrounding development and being assured by Park and
Planning Staff that a PD-13 development would be compatible with existing development, the
majority supported the Plan’s recommendation but suggests strengthening the compatibility
language. Councilmember Praisner believes it would be preferable to recommend PD-11 zoning
to assure compatibility.

b. Vehicle Emissions Inspection Program Station

Committee Recommendation: Support the Sector Plan zoning. Add language stating that
if VEIP remains at its current site, the State should consider alternative access options
which minimize impact on the surrounding community.

Page in Sector Plan: 41; map on page 10 in the Technical Appendix.

Acres: 3

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: R-90/PD-35

Recommended Density: 100 dwelling units (35 dwelling units/acre).

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends supporting residential development of this
property and elderly housing under special exception provisions. The Plan also recommends that
building heights not exceed 4 stories. Housing development would require relocating the
Vehicle Emissions Inspection Program Station (VEIP).

Testimony: The Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance, as well as a few individuals, wants VEIP
to relocate or at least to have the access to it from Redland Road. Additionally, they support
rezoning I-1 properties to residential single family and townhouses, with height limits of 4
stories. They want this property changed to a mix of townhouse and single-family homes with
colonial or Victorian style houses. Some individuals commented that they would be opposed to
allowing Somerville to develop unless VEIP is relocated.

Committee Recommendation: The Committee supports the Plan recommendation to rezone

this property residential at 35 units per acre with a 4-story limit. It is not within the Council’s
authority to require the relocation of the VEIP since it is a state facility. The Committee
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recommends adding language to the Plan to encourage them to change the access to the facility
to minimize impact on the community.

¢. Thomas Somerville Site
Committee Recommendation: Support the Sector Plan recommendations.

Page in Sector Plan: 41; map on page 10 in the Technical Appendix.

Acres: 4

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: R-90/PD-35

Recommended Density: 145 dwelling units (35 dwelling units/acre).

Plan Recommendations: This vacant site is divided into two parcels by Yellowstone Way. The
Plan recommends building heights along Redland Road be limited to 4 stories. The Plan
recommends that single family detached or duplex units should front Chieftain Avenue and
should be no higher than 3 stories.

Testimony: Thomas Somerville Co. wants at least 60 units/acre (PD-60, PD-68, or PD-75) and
more flexibility in the Plan with respect to the height recommendation (they prefer a 6-story
recommendation). The Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance, and some individuals, support
rezoning I-1 properties to residential single family and townhouses, with height limits of 4
stories. They want this property changed to a mix of townhouse and single-family homes with
colonial or Victorian style houses. Individuals commented that they are opposed to allowing this
site to redevelop unless VEIP is relocated and they want a higher percentage of townhomes with
fewer apartments and condominiums.

Units Per | Total Number | Total Number

Acre without

Units without

Units with

Property Owner

MPDU Bonus | MPDU Bonus | MPDU Bonus
Plan Recommendation 35 145 177
60 252 307

Committee Discussion: The Committee considered options for increasing the density on this
overall residential density of the Plan. Committee Members

site but did not want to increase the !
to R-200 development

also raised concerns about increasing the density on a site that is adjacent

and the VEIP property which is recommended for PD-35 zoning.

d The Derwood Store and Post Office

Committee Recommendation: Support Sector Plan recommendations.

Page in Sector Plan: 41; map on page 10 in the Technical Appendix.

Acres: 11,580 SF
Existing Zoning: R-200
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Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: R-200/PD-22

Recommended Density: 6 dwelling units max.

Plan Recommendations: This building is included in the Locational Atlas and the Sector Plan
recommends that it be considered for inclusion in the Master Plan for Historic Preservation. The
Plan recommends PD-22 to allow residential units in the historic structure. It also supports a
waiver of PD setbacks from R-200 adjacent homes.

Testimony: "Individuals commented that they want these properties to be preserved and added to
the Locational Atlas only if (1) it is used for residential housing (duplex, triplex, or six or less
apartments) with off street parking and is appropriately landscaped, and (2) if the current
nonconforming use is eliminated.

Committee Discussion: The Committee supports the Sector Plan’s recommendation and
believes that it provides an appropriate incentive to redevelop the interior of the structure while
preserving the historic exterior. See section on historic preservation below.

e. Derwood Business Center

Committee Recommendation: Support Sector Plan’s I-1/RT-6 zoning.

Page in Sector Plan: 42; map on page 10 in the Technical Appendix (Derwood Industrial).
Acres: 2.5

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: I-1/RT-6

Recommended Density: 15 dwelling units (6 dwelling units/acre)

Plan Recommendations: Retain existing I-1 zoning, but allow redevelopment for housing
under the RT-6 zone.

Testimony: The Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance, and a few individuals, support rezoning I-
1 properties to residential single family and townhouses, with height limits of 4 stories. They
want this property changed to a mix of townhouse and single-family homes with colonial or
Victorian style houses.

Committee Discussion: The Committee supported the goals of the Sector Plan to encourage
redevelopment of these properties as housing and the zoning recommendations to maintain the I-
1 zoning with an option for redevelopment under the RT-6 zone. The Committee did not support
rezoning the properties to a residential zone and making the existing uses non-conforming.

D. Shady Grove Road Technology Corridor

Committee Recommendation: Clarify that all properties recommended for the I-3 floating
zone have an R&D Euclidian base zone. Change a portion of the Technology Corridor to
be part of a new Upper Mill Creek Area to highlight that this area could develop with a
mix of uses. Shift 447 jobs from properties along Shady Grove Road to the area adjacent
to the Transfer Station.
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Plan recommendation: The Plan creates a Technology Corridor from MD 355 to Crabbs
Branch Way, relocates the County Service Park’s industrial uses to allow mixed-use residential
development, and preserves existing communities east of 1-370. The Plan’s objectives include
creating opportunities for advanced technology and biotechnology businesses along Shady Grove
Road and relocating the corridor’s current industrial uses to more appropriate locations to change
the character of the roadway. Building heights are established at five stories, achieving a mid-
rise character within the corridor.

General Testimony: The County Executive is supportive of the designation of the Technology
Corridor for industrial uses, with housing only included on sites where compatibility for
nonresidential uses can be assured. Pat Labuda supports the technology corridor.

Committee Discussion: The Committee asked several questions about the proposed rezoning of
properties in the Technology Corridor related to the different uses allowed in the 1-1 and I-3
zones, whether the 1-3 zone would be more likely to create a “technology corridor” and the
amount and distribution of I-1 zoning located elsewhere in the County. Extensive analyses of
these issues were presented to the Committee and are available in the staff memoranda for the
Committee worksessions and are not repeated here. The Committee also believed that it was
misleading to characterize the Casey 6, Casey 7 and Robert’s Oxygen property as part of the
Technology Corridor since those properties could develop residential or could be the future
location of County facilities. Instead the Committee believed the Plan needed a more defined.
vision that included the multi-use opportunities these sites offer. The Committee supported the
creation of a new district to be called the Upper Mill Creek Area for properties east of the CSX
tracks and north of Shady Grove Road. Multiple use options recommended for these properties
remained unchanged. A graphic which displays the new areas is shown on ©1A.

To create an incentive for the area adjacent to the transfer station to redevelop without residential
development and to move jobs closer to the Metro Station, the Committee recommends shifting
density from properties in the Technology Corridor. This will be accomplished by reducing
floor area ratios (FARs) from the following properties and increasing the commercial FAR on
the Metro West site adjacent to the Transfer Station.

Parcel Planning Board | Committee -

Draft FAR Recommended
FAR

Great Indoors 0.50 0.35

Post Office 0.50 0.35

Roberts Oxygen 0.40 0.30

Casey 7 0.50 0.30

Department of 262,000 SF* 133,250 SF*

Liquor Control

* FAR can no longer be calculated for Department of Liquor Control because it is no longer a
distinct parcel since it has been included in Metro North. The decrease in square footage is
based primarily on the change from industrial to office use and will result in a decrease of 47
jobs (from 680 jobs to 633 jobs) that can be shifted to Metro West.
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1. Shady Grove Plaza
Committee Recommendation: Support Sector Plan recommendations.

Page in Sector Plan: 25

Acres: 29

Existing Zoning: C-3, TSM, OM

Recommended Floating Zoning: C-3, TSM, OM

Recommended Density: 255,190 SF, 0.2 FAR

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends that any redevelopment within the commercial
area be street-oriented, with direct and safe pedestrian access, and increased shade trees. The
Plan recommends maintaining the existing commercial and mixed-use zoning.

Testimony: None
2. Casey Property #2
Committee Recommendation: Support Sector Plan recommendations.

Page in Sector Plan: 25-26

Acres: 5

Existing Zoning: R-20

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: R&D/I-3

Recommended Density: 100,000 SF, 0.5 FAR

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends providing technology, research and
development, or office uses to help establish the technology corridor. The Plan recommends the
rezoning in order to allow employment instead of residential development.

Testimony: Betty Brown Casey, the owner of the property, supports the Plan recommendation.
3. Casey Property #3

Committee Recommendation: The Committee supports the recommended zoning and the
references to the fire station but recommends that the language in the Plan be amended to
indicate that there are constraints on this site without specifying the developable area or
prohibiting development along MD 355. (These issues will be addressed at the time of
development when more detailed environmental analyses are available.)

Page in Sector Plan: 26, 89, and 93

Acres: 13.5

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: R&D/I-3

Recommended Density: 294,000 SF, 0.5 FAR

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends providing technology, research and
development, and office uses to create a technology corridor. The Plan does not recommend
housing on this site because of the proximity to the Solid Waste Transfer Station but does
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recommend a change in the industrial zoning. The Plan notes that this site is also appropriate for
a fire station and suggests that the station be placed on the east side of the property due to
extensive environmental consfraints on the west side. The Plan also recommends prohibiting
development along MD 355 due to traffic and environmental conflicts.

Testimony: The County Executive believes more land is needed for a larger facility to
consolidate different Fire and Rescue facilities. Therefore, the Executive wants the entire 13-
acre property for this purpose rather than the 6-7 acres mentioned in the Plan. Betty Brown
Casey, the owner of the property, does not think the placement of a major fire and rescue facility
is appropriate and identifying this site for a fire-rescue station may violate the procedures for the
Site Selection Process set forth in the Fire-Rescue Master Plan Draft. She also requests the
existing I-1 zone be left intact and wants the Council to delete the recommendations prohibiting
development and recommending a forest reserve along MD 355.

Committee Discussion: There are 3 issues identified for this site: zoning, environmental
constraints and the fire and rescue recommendation. The Committee supports the Plan’s
recommendations for R&D/I-3 zoning, which is consistent with the zoning recommendations for
the other properties in the Technology corridor. The Committee does not support the request to
retain the I-1 zoning and believes I-1 development would be inconsistent with the Plan’s goals
for this area. There is a stream on this property which will require a stream buffer and limit the
developable area. Contrary to the Executive’s request, it will not be possible to develop the
entire 13 acres. It is unclear exactly what area will remain after environmental constraints are
addressed. The Committee believes that it is premature for the Plan to conclude that only 6-7
acres can be developed (see page 89) and recommends that the language be changed to indicate
that environmental constraints will limit the developable area without specifying the area. While
it may be preferable to discourage development along MD 355 for environmental and traffic
reasons, the Committee believes the Plan should not prohibit development at this location to
provide some flexibility and allow the Planning Board to make this determination at time of
development.

The property owner disagreed with the recommendation to identify a fire station at this site and
questioned whether a designation should wait until a site selection process has been completed.
However the Fire and Rescue Department’s “Strategic Plan for the Implementation of Fire, -
Rescue, EMS, and Community Risk Reduction Master Plan Priorities” (November 18, 2004) -
specifically notes the vital importance of acquiring available land at Shady Grove Road and
Route 355 for a station and other facilities. Fire and Rescue Staff indicate that although they will
go through a site selection process, during their information assessment of potential sites they
have not been able to identify any other viable sites. The Committee does not support the
request to delete this language from the Plan. . '
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4. Great Indoors Site (Sears Property)

Committee Recommendation: Limit development I-3 to the Standard Method of
Development with a 0.30 FAR.

Page in Sector Plan: 26, 103.

Acres: 13.5

Existing Zoning: 1-1

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: R&D/I-3

Recommended Density: 294,000 SF, 0.5 FAR

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends providing technology, research and
development, and office uses to create a technology corridor. The Plan does not recommend
housing on this site because of the proximity to the Solid Waste Transfer Station. A zoning text
amendment (ZTA) is proposed to grandfather the existing use that would become non-
conforming with the rezoning. Committee recommendations regarding ZTA 05-06 are provided
in a separate memorandum.

Testimony: None

Committee Recommendation: Reduce FAR as part of shift of commercial density to Metro
West.

5. Post Office Site

Committee Recommendation: Support Sector Plan recommended zoning and reduce
maximum FAR to 0.35 as part of effort to shift density to Metro West and move jobs closer
to Metro.

Page in Sector Plan: 26, 103.

Acres: 13.5

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: R&D/I-3

Recommended Density: 260,000 SF, 0.5 FAR

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends providing technology, research and
development, and office uses to create a technology corridor. The Plan recommends rezoning in
order to allow for advanced technology and biotechnology employment and notes that housing is
not appropriate for this site.

Testimony: None
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6. Casey Property #6 & #7

Committee Recommendation: The Sector Plan should remain neutral as to the potential
location of County Service Park facilities and identify Casey 6 and 7 as one option rather
than the preferred option. As part of effort to shift residential density away from the area
adjacent to the transfer station and add jobs there in its place, The Committee
recommends transferring 330 jobs from Casey 7 (by reducing the FAR from 0.5 to 0.3) and
adding 340 residential units from the Metro West properties. (These units could
alternatively be transferred to Metro North and Jeremiah Park.) Add language to the Plan
to indicate that the preferred location for an ICC maintenance facility is publicly-owned
property or property that will not conflict with relocation of the CSP.

Page in Sector Plan: 26-27, 103.

Acres: 42

Existing Zoning: 1-1

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: Casey 6: I-3. Casey 7:1-3/ witha PD-18 option
Recommended Density: 697,000 SF, 0.3 FAR 130 dwelling units (Casey 6) and 0.5 FAR with
up to 18 units per acre (Casey 7)

Plan Recommendations: The Plan endorses relocating the County Service Park facilities to
these sites. If the County Service Park is not relocated here, the Plan recommends office,
technology, and research and development uses to extend the technology corridor. Housing is
also appropriate given the convenience to shopping at The Grove. The recommended density is
0.3 FAR (130 dwelling units max.) on Casey 6 and 0.5 FAR for Casey 7 (with up to 306 units).
The Plan recommends limiting building heights to 4 stories for Casey 6 and 5 stories for Casey 7.
The Plan also recommends use of TDR bonus density on Casey 7. If the County Service Park is
not relocated here, a local park on the northwestern portion of Casey 6 will be required.

Testimony: Eakin/Youngentob Associates and RST Development support the Sector Plan
recommendations for this site. They prefer to see the County- Services Park relocate to this
property.  Alternatively, they support the alternative recommendation for housing, R&D
employment, and a park on these sites.

Committee Discussion: The Committee supports the recommendation for these properiies but
recommends revising the zoning recommendation to include R&D as the base Euclidian zone.
(The 1-3 floating zone can be applied at the time of the Sectional Map Amendment (SMA) but
the Sector Plan should include a base Euclidian zone if for some reason the property owner
chooses not to exercise this option when the SMA is prepared.) The Committee believes that the
Plan should indicate that this is one potential location for the County Services Park, but not state
that it is the preferred site. '

Park and Planning Department Staff were recently informed by the Maryland Transportation
Authority (MDTA) that they needed to locate a small maintenance facility in the Shady Grove
Sector Plan vicinity to provide roadway maintenance for the Intercounty Connector (ICC).
Attached at ©45 is a memorandum from Planning Staff on this issue. The State is considering
several sites including Casey 7. The Committee recommends that the following language be
adding to the Sector Plan discussion of the Casey Properties (Vacant Sites 6 and 7):
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e Encourage any ICC maintenance facilities to be located on stated-owned land or on
property that does not reduce relocation opportunities for the County Service Park.
Casey 6 and 7 are not preferred sites given the possibility that County Services may be
relocated to these properties. If Casey 6 or 7 are the only feasible locations for the ICC’s
maintenance facility, state facilities should be integrated with County facilities to
maximize efficiency of layout and avoid separate and duplicating facilities.

7. Department of Liquor Control Warehouse

Committee Recommendation: Make this property part of Metro North instead of the
Technology Corridor and rezone it to TOMX to allow comprehensive redevelopment of the
facilities in the vicinity of the County Service Park. '

Page in Sector Plan: 27

Acres: 15

Existing Zoning: -1

Recommended Zoning: R&D/I-3

Plan Recommendations: Permit either technology uses or housing to be developed on this
property. Connect to the local street system. Mitigate noise from CSX trains by building
location, noise walls, garage location, and acoustical measures.

Testimony: See comments regarding the County Services Park relocation.

Committee Discussion: Although this property was identified in the Plan as part of the
Technology Corridor (see map on page 24), it is directly adjacent to the Metro North and
Jeremiah park areas that will be redeveloped under the TOMX zone if the CSP relocates. The

Committee believed that it made more sense to make this site part of Metro North and use the
same zone to facilitate comprehensive development applying the standards of the TOMX zone.

E. Buffer Area

Committee Recommendation: Add to the Plan a map of the buffer area, shown on ©45A
Rename buffer area “transitional area” to more appropriately reflect its function.

The Plan strives to achieve compatible uses within the buffer to create a desirable transition to
the Derwood communities and provide recreational opportunities in this area and increase lower-
density housing opportunities, such as townhouses, as a compatible transition to the Derwood
communities. Buffer area properties are described below.

1. Casey at Mill Creek

The Plan’s recommendations to site an elementary school on this property are discussed above
under the public facilities portion of the memorandum:

Committee Recommendation: Support the Sector Plan recommendations.
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Page in Master Plan: 45, 103.

Acres: 58 (including 9 acre school site and 13 acre Legacy Open Space site).

Existing Zoning: R-90

Recommended Zoning: R-90

Plan Recommendations: Designate a Legacy Open Space (LOS) site to protect the existing
meadow adjacent to the Town of Washington Grove. Provide a neighborhood park for passive
recreation connected to the LOS site and proposed elementary school via a trail. Achieve a bike
trail connection from Amity Drive to Washington Grove.

The PHED Committee requested background information on the LOS designation. A Planning
Staff memorandum attached at ©8-12 establishes the context surrounding the designation of the
LOS site. The meadow fulfilled several LOS criteria, including that the property has countywide
and national significance in terms of its association with the Town of Washington Grove.
Because of this association, the 13-acre parcel contributes to the LOS program’s heritage theme
of the Rail Community Cluster. The site was also designated to serve as a “protective buffer” to
Washington Grove.

Testimony: See comments above, under school location, for testimony regarding this property.
Committee Discussion: The Committee supported the zoning for this property and focused its

discussion on the location of the elementary school site (described above) and the LOS
designation. After discussing options for placing the school in part or entirely on the LOS site,

the Committee decided that the school should be placed either in Jeremiah Park or on the site

identified by the Planning Board, which maintain the entire LOS site as an open field.
2. The Grove Shopping Center

Committee Recommendation: Clarify the number and type of housing units allowed under
the standard and optional method of development. Allow a maximum of 300 units
including MPDUs under the standard method and an additional 120 units of elderly
housing under the optional method.

Page in Sector Plan: 45

Acres: 21

Existing Zoning: C-1

Recommended Euclidian Zoning: RMX-2C

Recommended Density: 274,500 SF, 0.3 FAR (commercial only)/0.7 FAR (commercial and .

residential); 300 dwelling units.

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends supporting optional method development only
for senior ‘housing. The Plan recommends integrating residential development within the
mixed-use commercial center. The Plan also recommends various methods to make the site
more pedestrian friendly.
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Testimony: Rockville Development Corporation, the owner of the shopping center, support the
overall recommendation and the RMX-2C zoning, but prefers that the recommendation not limit
the optional method housing to-seniors.

Committee Recommendation: The Committee supports the Sector Plan recommendation for
this site and supports the strategy to co-locate senior housing with a neighborhood shopping
center. This provides seniors with easy access to retail and necessary services and adds to the
vitality of the center without exacerbating school capacity issues or peak hour traffic. The
Committee believes that the language in the Plan needs to be clarified to indicate that a
maximum of 300 units (including MPDUs) would be allowed under the standard method and an
additional 120 units of elderly housing under the optional method

3. Jeremiah Park (including MCPS Bus Depot and Maintenance Facility and M-
NCPPC Park Maintenance Facility)

Committee Recommendation: Change the zoning from R-90/PD-15 to TOMX and add
guidelines to limit development to what would have been allowed under PD-15. (Public
facility recommendations are discussed above and include identifying Jeremiah Park as a
recommended location for an elementary school, retaining a 4-acre park on Jeremiah Park and
indicating that the library should be provided in Metro North (either on Jeremiah Park or the
WMATA site).

Page in Sector Plan: 47

Existing Zoning: R-200

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: R-90/PD-15

Recommended Density: 640 dwelling units

Plan Recommendations:

MCPS facilities: Relocate the MCPS bus depot and MCPS central maintenance facility to
another location. Provide at least a 10 acre park and a library. Integrate multi-family units with
development of civic uses. Locate townhouses along the eastern end. Create an afforestation
area along

M-NCPPC facility: Relocate existing facility to a different location and locate townhouses here.
Locate street oriented townhouses along Crabbs Branch Way. Create an afforestation area.

Testimony: The Committee received a request from the partnership hoping to redevelop the
County Service Park (Miller and Smith and Eakin/Youngentob) to consider placing the new
TOMX zone over the entire property instead of having it zoned partially TOMX and partially
PD-15.

Committee Discussion: The Committee supports the Sector Plan goals for the redevelopment
of this area if the County facilities are relocated. The Committee also supported the request to
but cautions that new Sector Plan language must be carefully written to ensure the same level of
development and mix of uses that would have occurred with the PD zone.
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4. Stormwater Management Pond
Committee Recommendation: Support Sector Plan recommendations.

Page in Sector Plan: 48

Existing Zoning: R-90

Recommended Euclidian/Floating Zoning: R-90

Recommended Density: R-90

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends maintaining the current zoning and County
ownership. The Plan calls for park facilities to be developed and maintained by M-NCPPC
while stormwater management is maintained by the County. The Plan recommends developing
the pond as a passive recreation facility, but it should not interfere with the pond’s environmental
function.

Testimony: None
F. Crabbs Branch Office Industrial Park
Committee Recommendation: Support Sector Plan recommendations.

Page in Sector Plan: 48, 103; map on ©46.

Acres: 113 (all properties)

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Euclidian Zoning: I-1

Recommended Density: 1,830,600 SF, .37 FAR.

Plan Recommendations: This existing industrial park houses a variety of advanced technology,
biotechnology, and light industrial businesses. A few small parcels remain undeveloped and
there is limited redevelopment potential. The Plan recommends maintaining the existing 1-1
zoning and amending the I-1 zone to allow additional business support services.

Testimony: PS Business Parks supports the recommendation to maintain the I-1 zone. They
request that the Implementation Section of the Draft Sector Plan be amended to permit one of the
business support services uses to be implemented prior to the establishment of the Transportation

Management District and request that the Transportation Elements section be amended 0 = -

recommend a traffic signal at the intersection of Crabbs Branch Way and Standish Place. ~ ~ =~
Committeé Recommendation: Support the Sector Plan zoning recommendation.: ,;(S‘t_agiﬁg o
issues will be addressed at a later date.) Master plans should not include recommendations on
traffic lights.

G. MD 355 Corridor
Committee Recommendation: Suppert Zoning and delete references to the rouing text

amendment to require streetscaping in the I-1 zone since the Committec does not
recommend approval of this zoning text amendment.
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Page in Sector Plan: 48; map on ©47.

Acres: 34.5

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Zoning: Transit Oriented, Mixed-Use (TOMX) Zone & I-1

Recommended Density: 290,943 SF, 0.19 FAR

Plan Recommendations: A portion of 355 goes through the Metro neighborhoods. The Sector
Plan recommends rezoning this portion to the new Transit Oriented, Mixed-Use (TOMX) Zone.
A second portion of 355 is south of the Metro neighborhoods. The Sector Plan recommends
maintaining the I-1 zone and amending it to support streetscape improvements recommended in
the Sector Plan. The Plan also recommends amending the I-1 zone to allow housing and limited
supporting commercial uses .

Testimony: ROYCO objects to the streetscape requirements. They want the Sector Plan to
provide that the text amendment to the I-1 zone provide for the implementation of the streetscape
improvements at the time that the properties redevelop for mixed uses or a residential use. They
are concerned about the recommendation to increase the right-of-way in the MD 355 South
segment of the corridor to 150 feet. They urge that language be added to the Plan to provide
flexibility in the requirements for streetscape improvements to accommodate properties with
differing site characteristics. Eastern Diversified Properties (EDP) is concerned about the
streetscape plan. They request that exemptions and grandfathering be granted for future repairs,
renovations, expansion and reconstruction of uses, buildings and improvements on existing
dealership properties. EDP also opposes locating the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) Facility
within the Plan area in general and particularly on the Nissan Dealership Property or 355 Toyota
Property. The Council also received testimony from residents expressing their concern that that
dealerships frequently park in prohibited areas and are not in compliance with existing
requirements to set back parking 10 feet from the right-of-way. (Although paved parking is set
back, the dealerships often park cars on areas intended for landscaping.)

Committee Discussion: The Committee’s recommendations regarding the proposed zoning text
amendment to require streetscaping in the I-1 zone is summarized in a separate memorandum.
The Committee recommends amending the Sector Plan to conform to delete references to
streetscaping requirements which surpass existing requirements.

H. Oakmont Industrial Park
1. General Properties
Committee Recommendation: Support Sector Plan recommendations.

Page in Sector Plan: 49-50, 103; map at © 48

Acres: 49.5 (all properties)

Existing Zoning: -1

Recommended Euclidian Zoning: I-1

Recommended Density: 1-1

Plan Recommendations: The Plan does not recommend any change in zoning for this existing
Industrial Park but does recommend limiting its impact on neighboring communities including
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limiting building heights on properties adjacent to Washington Grove to 42 feet, with a 50-foot
setback for landscape buffering.

Testimony: None
Staff Analysis: Support the Sector Plan recommendation.
2. Robert’s Oxygen

Committee Recommendation: Rezone to I-3, but grandfather the existing use and allow it
to develop under the standards of the I-1 zone, provided that a site plan is submitted which
conforms to the height and buffering requirements in the Sector Plan. Reduce maximum
FAR to from 0.40 to 0.35 as part of effort to shift density to Metro West and move jobs
closer to Metro.

Page in Sector Plan: 49, 103; map on © 438

Acres: 12.9 acres

Existing Zoning: I-1

Recommended Euclidian Zoning: I-1 (no change)

Recommended Density: 234,585 SF; .4 FAR

Plan Recommendations: Within the Oakmont Industrial Park, the Plan recommends
maintaining the existing zoning; upgrading Oakmont Avenue to County standards with
sidewalks and streetscape improvements to improve pedestrian access to transit, mitigating
environmental impacts; allowing a new bridge over the CSX tracks and street connection to
Oakmont Avenue to be constructed if needed to serve public facilities; and limiting building
heights adjacent to Washington Grove to 42 feet, with a 50-foot setback for landscape buffering.

Testimony: Staff received a letter from Shelley Winkler recommending that this parcel not be
maintained as I-1 since it abuts a street of single family homes on one aside and to the northwest
a parcel is zoned for single family homes. She recommends down-zoning this property;
establishing a height limit of not more than 3 stories along the tracks, stepping down to 2 stories
away from the tracks; and including a sufficient landscaped buffer between new development

and the existing homes. She also notes that while the Plan recommends a 50 feet setback witha —-

42-feet maximum height, that height could overwhelm the 2-story adjacent homes.

Committee Discussion: Although the building on the Robert’s Oxygen site is set back from the -
Washington Grove Community, redevelopment of this site up to the full potential allowed by the
I-1 zone would present a significant compatibility problem with the adjacent Washington Grove
Community. Moreover, the I-1 zone does not require site plan review under the heights
proposed in the Sector Plan, making it difficult or impossible to address compatibility issues
during the development process. (It is unclear whether the applicant could be required to follow
the height and setback requirements in the Sector Plan if they differ from those required in this
Euclidean zone.) The Committee recommends rezoning this property to R&D/I-3. This zoning -
would be consistent with the recommendation for the adjacent Casey 6 property, require site plan
(under 1-3 development) and could even allow the possibility of some residential development
adjacent to Washington Grove. The Committee also proposes a zoning text amendment
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(ZTA-05-09) to assure that the existing use does not become non-conforming. This would
grandfather the existing use, but would prevent inappropriate expansion inconsistent with the
adjacent neighborhoods. (Committee review of the ZTA is scheduled for September 7.)

VII. AREA-WIDE ELEMENTS

Public Facilities are discussed above. Other Area-Wide Elements include Transportation,
Historic Preservation and the Environment.

A. Transportation

The transportation chapter of the Final Draft Shady Grove Sector Plan appears on page 59-80.
The Executive’s Fiscal Impact Statement (©49-53) costs out certain transportation
recommendations in the Draft Plan at about $122 million. Other major improvements in the
vicinity—such as the Intercounty Connector, and the extension of M-83, and the reconstruction
of MD 355 as an urban boulevard—are not included because they would be built by the State
and/or they are projects of regional need. No engineering has been conducted for these projects,
so the cost estimate my be higher by 50% or lower by 40% than what is shown.

Most of the elements discussed in this memo are those about which there is some disagreement
with the Final Draft expressed by the Executive (©54), the Department of Public Works and
Transportation, public testimony, or Council staff Some purely technical corrections will be
made to the final document, but they are not identified in this memorandum.

The major comments raised by Department of Public Works and Transportation (some of which
are reflected in the Executive’s testimony) were initially raised by DPWT in response to the
Public Hearing Draft of the plan (©55-62).

As background, the PHED Committee asked for an inventory of existing and programmed
transportation infrastructure and services in the Sector Plan area:

¢ The existing roads are those identified on pages 71-73 of the plan, with the exception of
the streets and street-extensions planned within the Metro Neighborhoods, the
Intercounty Connector, and the ramps between the Metro Access Road and Crabbs
Branch Way.

» The existing sidewalks and bike paths are displayed on page 64 and page 65,
respectively.

* Metrorail trains (generally 6-car trains) arrive at and leave from the Shady Grove Metro
Station every 5 minutes during peak-hours, less often (and often in 4-car consists) at
other times.

e There is no MARC service within the Sector Plan area, although just north of the
boundary is the Washington Grove MARC Station, where three trains stop southbound in
the momning and four trains stop northbound in the evening. There is also a flag stop for
a northbound early-afternoon train.
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e The Shady Grove Metro Station is served by 24 bus routes: 22 Ride On routes, one
Metrobus route, and one MTA route. The headway information below is the most
prevalent; there is ofter some variation both within the peak and off-peak.

Route Destination

Origin Peak uduuy ~ Oft-Peah

43 Traville Transit Ctr | Shady Grove Metro 15 min. 20-30 min.
46 Shady Grove Metro Medical Ctr Metro (No service) 30 min. (late night)
53 Shady Grove Metro Glenmont Metro 15 min. (No service)
55 Dorsey Mill Rockville Metro 15-20 min. 20-30 min.
57 Lakeforest Mall Shady Grove Metro 15 min. 20 min.

58 Lakeforest Mall Shady Grove Metro 25-30 min. 30 min.

59 Montgomery Village Rockville Metro 15 min. 30 min.

60 Montgomery Village | Shady Grove Metro 20 min. (No service)
61 Germantown-MC Shady Grove Metro 30 min. 30 min.

63 Shady Grove Metro Rockville Metro 30 min. 30 rmin.

64 Montgomery Village | Shady Grove Metro 30 min. 30 main. -
65 Montgomery Village | Shady Grove Metro 30 min. (No service)
66 Traville Transit Ctr | Shady Grove Metro 30 min. (No service)
67 Traville Transit Ctr Shady Grove Metro 30 min. (No service)
71 Kingsview P&R Shady Grove Metro 30 min. (No service)
74 Germantown T.C. Shady Grove Metro 30 min. 30 min.

76 Poolesville/Q. Orch. | Shady Grove Metro 30 min. 30 min.

78 Kingsview P&R Shady Grove Metro 30 min. (No service)
79 Milestone Shady Grove Metro 30 min. (No service)
90 ‘Damascus/Milestone { Shady Grove Metro 30 min. 30 min.

100 . Germantown T.C. Shady Grove Metro 5 min. 15 min. ,
124 '1-270/MD 124 P&R._| Shady Grove Metro 30 min. (No service) _
Q2 Shady Grove Metro | Silver Spring Metro 8-10 min. 15 min.

991 Hagerstown/Frederick | Rock Spring Park 15 min. (No service)

The Council has programmed Redland Road to be widened between Crabbs Branch Way and
Needwood Road by FY07 at a cost of about $3.4 million, including added turning lanes at each
end, and a shared use path on the north side of Redland Road and the east side of Needwood
Road (©63-64). The State has selected its preferred alternate for the Intercounty Connector;
although not yet programmed for construction, the Maryland Department of Transportation’s
objective is to begin construction in the fall of 2006. DPWT is conducting a facility planning
study for a sidewalk along Redland Road between Needwood and Muncaster Mill Road. The
Council has approved a CIP amendment that would fund construction of shared use path B-7
along the Metro Access Road by FY08 at a cost of about $2.7 million; it will connect Shady
Grove Road with the Shady Grove Metro Station (©65-66).

1. Restrict Metro parking (p. 61). The Staff Draft had recommended capping Metro Station
parking at 6,000 spaces, somewhat higher than the current 5,467 spaces, a position supported by
several surrounding communities. The traffic forecasts for the Final Draft plan, however,
assumed an increase to 7,200 spaces. DPWT and WMATA recommend not capping parking,
noting that as an end-of-the-line station Shady Grove must serve many potential Metro patrons
who cannot reach the system except by car. The Final Draft attempts to walk a fine line between
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these two positions by allowing an increase in Metro parking “if such parking does not displace
or negatively affect housing opportunities and does not contribute to local intersection
congestion” (p. 61).

Council staff cannot see a circumstance where the latter condition is possible. Increasing
parking would not lead to more congestion if all of the incremental traffic were to arrive via I-
370, but that will not be the case. Some of it is bound to pass through the Shady Grove
Road/MD 355 intersection or the Shady Grove Road/Midcounty Highway intersection, both of
which are at or above capacity even with the additional turning lanes that are suggested in the
Supplemental Technical Information report. To meet the Board’s condition, to provide more
than 7,200 spaces would require WMATA to provide offsetting mitigation for these
intersections. But this mitigation will be needed to address the growth in through traffic and
traffic from the planned development.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (2-1): Councilmembers Silverman and
Praisner recommend limiting long-term Metro parking to 7,200 spaces if such parking
neither displaces nor negatively affects housing opportunities. The slack could be taken up
by providing more general bus service to the Metro Station, particularly shuttle bus service such
as the shuttle from the [-270 lots at MD 124 and MD 117. Councilmember Floreen agrees
with DPWT and WMATA that there should not be a limit. She points out that as an end-of-
line station, Shady Grove needs to be able to accommodate park-and-riders from far-flung areas

not readily served by buses.

2. Corridor Cities Transitway: mode (p. 61). The Final Draft refers to the CCT as a light rail
transit line, pending confirmation of mode preference by the County Council. The Executive
recommends continuing to refer to the CCT generically as a transitway, which would leave the
option that it be either a busway or light rail.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Concur with the Executive. The
Draft Environmental Impact Statement released three years ago studied both a busway and a
light rail option, but the Maryland Transit Administration has undertaken a comprehensive
revision of the DEIS which has not yet been completed. While the Council has supported the
CCT, it has not yet taken a position on the mode, and this should be done when the revised DEIS
is completed. Referring to the CCT as a light rail line “pending confirmation of mode preference
by the County Council” would have the plan imply that the Council has already made its
decision and that its upcoming deliberations will only be a formality.

3. Corridor Cities Transitway: yard and shop (p. 61). MTA has retained for detailed study
eight alternative yard and shop sites: two near COMSAT in Clarksburg, three at Metropolitan
Grove, and three at Shady Grove. The three Shady Grove sites are Sites #1 (for which there are
four sub-options), #3, and #5, which are shown on ©67-73. Site #1 is on the location of Eastern
Diversified Properties’ Nissan and Toyota auto dealerships; Eastern Diversified’s opposition to
any Site #1 option is expressed in its letter on ©74-82. Site #3 would be in the midst of the
County Service Park/Jeremiah Park development pod, and Site #5 would absorb most of the
Metro West pod.
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The Draft Plan does not support locating the light rail yard and shop at Shady Grove. This
position is supported by several communities around Shady Grove and by businesses on
potential yard and shop sites. The Executive supports leaving the option open, suggesting that a
first stage of the CCT might stop short of Metropolitan Grove, so requiring a yard and shop at
Shady Grove.

Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Concur with the Final Draft. First of
all, if the CCT were to be a busway, this issue is moot. Second, MTA is not studying any CCT
segment that runs short of Metropolitan Grove. Finally, even if the plan recommends the yard
and shop be elsewhere, MTA has the authority to place it at Shady Grove if it wishes. Therefore,
there is no downside to the Council declaring its clear preference that the yard and shop not be
sited in this future mixed-use center. '

4. Transit easement along CSX (p. 62). The Final Draft would retain the 50’-wide transit
easement that runs along the west side of the CSX tracks north of the Metro station to
Metropolitan Grove. This easement was initially planned for a future extension of Metrorail or
as a route for the Corridor Cities Transitway. Since then the route of the CCT has been master-
planned to take a more westerly route, returning to the CSX line at Metropolitan Gtove.
Nevertheless, WMATA and most others who have weighed in on this issue support retaining the
easement. Furthermore, the Final Draft recommends conducting a study of an additional transit
mode along this easement—such as expanded Metro service or monorail—after the CCT has
been open for two years.

The Executive opposes retaining the easement. The Transportation Policy Report assumes
neither the CCT nor a Metro extension on this easement. There is a cost to retaining it.
Potentially the purchase of the Young and Hershey properties along QOakmont Avenue will be
needed to protect it. A new or replacement structure for the Deer Park Road bridge (currently in
facility planning) would have to be longer—and thus probably more expensive and impactive—
if has to span the additional 50 feet.

Committee Recommendation (2-1): Councilmembers Silverman and Praisner concur with -
the Executive. Deleting the 50’-wide easement would effectively preclude any further extension
of a transitway along this alignment, but such a transitway already has been studied and rejected
twice within the past decade (TPR and the 1-270 Corridor Study). Councilmember Floreen
(and Couricil Staff) concur with the Planning Board to retain the easement. A more likely
scenario is to use the easement as a third CSX track to provide more flexibility in MARC

service. Retaining the easement will come with a cost, but it may just be worth it to keep these
options open in the long-term future.

5. Transportation Management District (pp. 62, 98). The Final Draft recommends creating a
TMD before any new development is approved (exempting those generating less than 30 trips).
The Executive believes this requirement would stymie development, in that 2 TMD is not
guaranteed to happen.

In 1996 the Council directed the creation of a TMD in the Shady Grove vicinity as part of its
approval of the Shady Grove Sectional Map Amendment. The Executive Branch has been
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working off-and-on to develop the TMD, but it has run into difficulties getting buy-in from
businesses in the Shady Grove area and from the City of Gaithersburg. A map displaying the
proposed TMD boundary is en ©83. Councilmember Praisner requested information about
TMDs working to reduce vehicular travel from residential development; DPWT’s response is on
©84-96. Councilmember Silverman asked for a summary of recent traffic mitigation agreements
for major residential developments; M-NCPPC’s response is on ©97-98.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Establish a TMD that covers the
Sector Plan area except areas of single-family residential development. Allow development
to proceed prior to the establishment of a TMD, but only under the proviso that the
owners/tenants of every development ultimately within the boundary of the TMD must
participate in its required activities—including the preparation of a traffic mitigation plan,
the participation in the annual commuter survey, and the payment of any annual fees as if
it were new development—once the TMD is established.

Establishment of this TMD is long overdue. Restricting further development until its approval is
probably a necessary incentive for private interests in the unincorporated area to become
interested in the traffic mitigation programs that could be provided by the TMD. A potential
source of revenue for the TMD is metered parking from County streets in the vicinity of the
Shady Grove Metro Station and other on-street parking in the TMD area; this would be similar to
how much of the North Bethesda TMD (the Transportation Action Partnership) is funded.

Pamela Lindstrom recommends adding text to this section describing how other transit-served
centers are meeting their aggressive transit mode share objectives (©99-101). PHED
Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Include similar text in the plan.

The Committee was interested in describing other illustrative measures to attain transportation
demand management objectives.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Add the following text at the end of
the ‘Transportation Management District’ section:

The following measures are illustrative of how transportation demand management
objectives may be met:

Providing free or heavily discounted transit passes for new residents.

Providing car-sharing incentives.

Encouraging incentive-based casual carpooling.

Providing frequent shuttle service between the Metro Station and nearby job sites.

Wiring homes or providing wireless computers to residents to encourage

telecommuting.

e Charging the market-rate for parking for both residential and commercial
developments, instead of providing free parking.

¢ Making the current minimum off-street parking required under the zoning

ordinance to be the maximum allowed; and lowering the minimum requirement in

the new zone to be created.
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o Increase the frequency and efficiency of bus service on major routes serving the
Metro Station and employers in the technology corridor.

The plan also notes the possibility of a storefront transit store, primarily to dispense route and
schedule information and sell fare media. But with the advent of the Smart Card and the
availability of transit information on the web, at the Metro Station, and potentially at the library
(if sited in the Metro Neighborhood), funding the operation of a storefront likely will not be an
optimal use of public (or private) funds.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): List the bulleted items above as
illustrative measures for reaching the trip reduction objective, but deleting the reference to
a transit store.

6. Bus service (p. 62). DPWT objects to most of the specific items in this section, in that they
go beyond the bounds of master planning and into operational planning.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Make the following revisions to this
section:

o Delete the statement about improving all bus stops with shelters, seating, and route
information. DPWT has had a long-standing countywide policy to provide shelters and
seating at stops with at least 50 daily boardings. Many of Shady Grove’s stops will meet
this criterion, but some may not. DPWT has as an objective to provide route information
at all stops. '

o Delete the statement about the location of the MD 355 bus stop near Shady Grove
Road. This is most certainly an operational matter. The location of the stop may also be
influenced by the future improvements to this intersection.

e Delete the ‘five-mile radius’ reference with regard to increasing bus service. This is
an artificial limitation.

7. Bus bays (p. 63). The Final Draft recognizes the need to increase the number of bus bays
serving the Shady Grove Metro Station in coordination with WMATA’s required program needs.
DPWT believes that Ride On’s needs should be included. Council staff would add MTA’s needs
aswell. |

Commiittee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Increase the number of bays to
reflect WMATA’s, Ride On’s, and MTA’s program needs.

8. MARC Station. The Final Draft is silent on whether there should be a MARC Station at
Shady Grove. (DPWT supports building a MARC Station there.) In its packet to the Planning
Board, the Planning staff was ambivalent about the need and consequences of a station. They
note that the need would be stronger if commercial development planned for the area were
higher. Since then the Board has increased the recommended number of jobs within the Shady
Grove Policy Area (the area close to the potential MARC station) by over 27%, from 6,860 to
8,741. The staff was also concerned about the spatial constraints of the facility’s design, but the
footprint for the platforms should not cause a significant problem.
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The staff’s overriding concern was that adding a station at Shady Grove would almost certainly
result in the removal of the Washington Grove station. But only three of the nine inbound
morning trains and only four of the ten outbound evening trains stop at Washington Grove.. This
means that most of the trains could stop each way at Shady Grove without stopping only a short
distance away at Washington Grove. MTA estimates there are only 35-40 persons boarding
daily at Washington Grove. More Washington Grove residents might eventually prefer going to
Shady Grove to catch MARC if it had more frequent service, especially if convenient shuttle
service were available.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Build a MARC station adjacent to
the Shady Grove Metro Station. As demand grows, support adding more capacity to the
Brunswick Line by adding more trains in both peak periods and increasing the size of train
consists to 8 cars per train. The new station and service should not affect the service
currently provided at the Washington Grove MARC Station.

9. Bikeways and sidewalks: general (pp. 63-66). DPWT raised several specific comments
about bikeways and sidewalks. The key recommendations are to:

o Construct a sidewalk on the northwest side of Shady Grove Road between Midcounty
Highway and Crabbs Branch Way. A sidewalk on the southeast side was built as part of
- the Shady Grove Road widening project.
o Extend the sidewalk on East Gude Drive east of its current terminus east of Crabbs
Branch Way.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Concur with DPWT. Furthermore,
the map on p. 65 and the table on p. 66 should be corrected to show that there is an existing
shared use path along Crabbs Branch Way between I-370 and Redland Road.

10. Bikeway through Park Overlook (pp. 64-66). The Board of Directors of the Park Overlook
Homeowners Association opposes a proposed shared use path (B-8) from the proposed Metro
Access road path (B-7) to Needwood Road at Blueberry Hill Park, and thence to the proposed
path along Redland Road (SP-54). The Board states that B-8 would be costly and would be
redundant with the Redland Road bike path (which also accesses the Metro station). It also
states that it would never grant an easement that would allow B-8 to connect to the Metro Access
Road path (©102). Park Overlook resident Diana Heller refers to B-8 as a “‘crime path’ through
the middle of our community to open the community to easy access of anyone coming from the
Metro area” (©103).

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Concur with the Final Draft; keep
B-8 in the plan. Ms. Heller’s letter implies that B-8 would provide better access between Park
Overlook and the Metro Station than the proposed Redland Road path. It is also clear that the
Park Overlook community views this as a bad thing, leading to an infusion of outsiders using
Blueberry Hill Park and bringing crime to the community.
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But the park is a County asset, not Park Overlook’s. The County’s responsibility is to assure that
the community is not overrun with vehicular traffic to use the park; encouraging easy bicycle
access is an appropriate way of doing that. As to the ‘crime path’ label, this is a moniker that has
been assigned to almost every new bike path that has ever been planned in Montgomery County,
and it has always proved to be unfounded. The Department of Police cannot identify a positive
correlation between the introduction of a bike trail and increased incidence of personal or
property crime. _

Park Overlook’s opposition to granting an easement means that this connection would not built
in the near few years. But with the completion of the Metro Access Road path at Park
Overlook’s back door (the path is recommended by the Executive for construction in FYs 07-
08), Council staff suspects eventually there will be support within the community for the direct
walking and biking access that B-8 would provide to the Metro Station and the Town Center
facilities and amenities.

11. Definition of Roadway Classifications. One set of major decisions in any master plan is the
proper functional classification of the streets and highways in the plan. In every master plan,
each road is classified according to the degree to which it serves two diametrically opposed
functions: providing mobility, and providing direct property access. For example, a freeway’s
function is entirely devoted to providing mobility, and it provides no property access. A tertiary
residential street (such as a cul-de-sac) provides no mobility and exists only for property access.
Other classifications—major highways, arterials, business district streets, primary residential
streets, and secondary residential streets—fall between these extremes, with differing emphases
on mobility and property access.

Functional classification decisions are extremely important in master plans because many formal
and informal policies flow from them: road design standards, allowable traffic calming measures,
cut-through traffic restrictions, priority for snow removal, routing of transit buses, priority of
sidewalk requests, etc. The Roadway Classification table on pp. 72-73, therefore, is the key part
of the transportation recommendations in the master plan. Unfortunately, what is missing from
the Final Draft (as is in most plans) is a clear, succinct definition of each classification.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Just before section on the
Intercounty Connector on p. 66, insert the following text, which is similar to the text
recently approved by the Council for adeption in the Olney Master Plan:
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access to properties is balanced with the ability to handle through traffic. The system

ranges from Freeways with an emphasis on_through traffic capacity and little or no
direct property access down to the Primary Residential Street which emphasizes access

functions, which may affect the efficiency of through traffic movement. Secondary

Residential Streets are not shown on the Master Plan of Highways. The roadway
classes are detailed in the following list:

Freeways | Provide for movement of vehicles at high speed over significant
distances. Access is limited to grade-separated interchanges.

Major Highways | Provide less speed and mobility, but more access at

intersections.

Arterial Roads | Connect major highways and provide more access points while
moving traffic at lower speeds. Typically, more than half of the
traffic on an arterial is “through” traffic.

Commercial Business | Are restricted to commercial areas, provide on-street parking,
District Streets | more pedestrian space, and more access points to stores and
offices.

Primary Residential | May carry some through traffic but their main purpose is to
Streets | provide access for 200 or more households and to connect to

arterial roads.

Secondary or Tertiary | Provide direct access to homes and allow for greater application
Residential Streets | of traffic management measures to discourage through traffic

movements and speeding. (These are not listed in master

plans.)

12. Intercounty Connector/Midcounty Highway (p. 66). The Final Draft includes a single
paragraph about these two master-planned roadways. The Executive testified that these are two
critical transportation facilities that deserve more exposure in the plan. There is no substantive
difference between the Planning Board and the Executive; it is merely a matter of emphasis.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Supplant the paragraph in the Final
Draft with the text adopted in the Upper Rock Creek Master Plan. The Upper Rock Creek
Plan devoted about two pages to these two roadways, and arguably they are as important to the
Shady Grove area as to the Upper Rock Creek area.

13. MD 355 classification (p. 67). Pamela Lindstrom recommends that MD 355 not be
classified as a major highway, but as an urban boulevard instead (©99-101). However, this
would deny that MD 355’s primary function is—and will continue to be—to process north-south
traffic through the planning area. That does not mean it cannot be designed in a way more
appropriate for an urban area. After all, this has been achieved in Friendship Heights and
Bethesda, where MD 355 is also classified as a major highway.

46



Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Concur with the Final Draft.

14. Right-of-way for MD 355 (pp. 67, 72). The right-of-way for MD 355 is currently master-
planned as 150° from I-370 to Gude Drive. The Final Draft proposes reducing the right-of-way
to 120 through the Metro Neighborhoods, from Ridgemont Avenue to Indianola Drive. Eastern
Diversified advocates reducing the right-of-way to 120” south to Gude Drive, too; it says the
current 150’ restricts it from making improvements to its dealerships on the east side of MD 355.
Council staff recommends concurrence with the Final Draft. The County went to 150°-wide
rights-of-way for 6-lane divided highways several years ago because there was not enough room
to fit all the necessary elements within a 120°: 6 twelve-foot through lanes, a wide-enough
median for double lefi-turn lanes and a pedestrian refuge, a shared use path on one side and a
sidewalk on the other, space between the curbs and the path or sidewalk, and room for utilities
and landscaping outside of the path or sidewalk.

Committee Recommendation (3-0): Outside the Metro neighborhoeds, the right-of-way
width of MD 355 should be 120’ until the current uses are no longer predominant along
that route, at which time the right-of-way planned will be 150°.

15. Shady Grove Road shared use path underpass (p. 67). The Final Draft proposes a shared
use path underpass under Shady Grove Road on the east side of its intersection with Crabbs
Branch Way. This underpass appears in the Intercounty Connector Draft Environmental Impact
Statement as a candidate measure under its Environmental Stewardship program.

DPWT recommends removing it from the plan. It believes the signalized intersection is a
satisfactory mechanism for pedestrian crossings. It is concerned that the underpass would be
costly to build and maintain, and that it would be a magnet for unlawful activity and be
underutilized by potential users. '

Shady Grove Road will have considerably more traffic in the future, and the intersection
improvement at Crabbs Branch Way will increase the distance for a pedestrian crossing it. The
grade is such that an underpass would be a natural draw for pedestrians and bikers wishing to
cross Shady Grove Road, and pedestrian traffic will be much higher with the development and
public functions that will be present in the immediate area. The construction of the underpass
would be less expensive if completed as part of the intersection improvement project.

Committee; (and Council staff) Recommendation (2-1): Councilmembers Silverman and

Praisner concur with the Final Draft, if the land use recommended in the plan is generally
unchanged. However, if the development northwest of Shady Grove Road does not reach a
level sufficient to warrant the expense of the underpass, then it should not be built.
Councilmember Floreen supports the underpass whether or not the development
materializes; she believes it is an important enough part of the regional bikeway system to
warrant the expense.

16. Industrial road through Casey 6 (pp. 68, 70, 27). DPWT has raised concem that if the
Equipment Maintenance and Operations Center (EMOC) were relocated to either the Casey 6 or
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7 properties, that it would desire a second access point onto the highway system other than
Crabbs Branch Way.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Add a new first bullet on page 27
under Casey Properties and replace first bullet on page 70 under ‘Other Roadway
Improvements, ’as follows:

e If the vacant Casey properties 6 and/or 7 are developed with relocated County
services, [permit a new, private] a_two-lane industrial street in_a 40’ right-of-way
may be needed over the CSX tracks and north of I-370, connecting Crabbs Branch
Way to Oakmont Avenue to improve local access for industrially zoned properties.
In the ‘Proposed Roadway Network’ figure on page 68 the location of this potential
industrial street is illustrative. Also, support an “authorized vehicles only” ramp to
and from I-370 to serve public use of adjacent industrially zoned properties.

Also, show this potential industrial street with double dashes in the Proposed Roadway
Network figure on page 68.

17. Redland Road and Crabbs Branch Way (pp. 69, 77-78). The Final Draft proposes
reclassifying Redland Road (between Crabbs Branch Way and MD 355) and Crabbs Branch
Way (from just north of I-370 to Redland Road) from Industrial streets to Commercial Business
District Streets. These changes been proposed in order for these streets to have many of their
intended design features under this plan: narrower lanes; lower design speed; smaller curb radii;
smaller, more walkable block lengths; and other pedestrian-friendly elements. Most or all of
these features would not currently be allowed for Arterial roads under the current Road
Construction Code.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Reclassify these roads as
Commercial Business District Streets, but with added text stating that pertaining to their
function and use, they will be treated as Arterials instead.

18. MD 355/Gude Drive interchange (p. 69). Although not currently master-planned, this
potential grade-separated interchange has been on the Executive’s and Council’s State
transportation priority list for a few years. It was initially a priority identified by the City of
Rockville, and it is included in the Council’s 10-Year Transportation Plan. DPWT supports its
presence in the plan. Eastern Diversified Properties is opposed to the interchange due to
potential loss of access and property to its car dealerships.

The Final Draft recommends a grade-separated interchange at MD 355/Gude Drive “if found
necessary. Minimize impacts on adjacent businesses by measures such as depressing MD 355
under Gude Drive.” But any public facility in a master plan is subject to an ultimate “if found
necessary” test when it is a candidate for funding. The point is that the intersection at MD
355/Gude Drive is projected to be 55% over capacity even with the implementation of
transportation demand management measures in Shady Grove. For the plan to be in balance, itis
practically required that an interchange be master-planned at this location.
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The ultimate design of the interchange will determine whether or not MD 355 will be depressed
under Gude Drive. What does the Final Draft language mean: that the grade of MD 355 will
have to be lowered, or merely that Gude Drive will be elevated over the existing MD 3557 If the
former, that will have a much larger impact on access and property. Better is not to give any
specific direction as to how the interchange will be designed.

PHED Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Revise the text to say merely
that the plan recommends creating a grade-separated interchange at MD 355 and Gude
Drive, and that impacts on adjacent businesses should be minimized.

19. Intersections (pp. 69-70). The Supplemental Technical Information report (pp- 44-45)
identifies four potential intersection improvements that would satisfy—or at least greatly
improve—projected congestion at build-out of the plan:

e Shady Grove Road/Crabbs Branch Way will have tolerable congestion with a second left-
turn lane on each approach of Crabbs Branch Way and an exclusive right-turn lane on
each approach of Shady Grove Road.

e MD 355/Redland Road will have tolerable congestion with another left-turn lane from
westbound Redland Road to southbound MD 355.

e MBD 355/Shady Grove Road will have tolerable congestion by adding a second right-turn
lane on each of Shady Grove Road’s approaches. With a CLV only 4% above 1,800 and
the nearby signalized intersections spaced at some distance, the queues from the
intersection will not likely cause a problem.

e Shady Grove Road/Midcounty Highway will have a much improved (but still failing)

level of congestion by adding exclusive right-turn lanes on eastbound and westbound
Shady Grove Road and an additional through lane in each direction on Midcounty
Highway.

The Final Draft stops short of explicitly recommending these improvements, however. Some
community residents and transit advocates support the Board’s position, but the Executive does
not. The Board’s reasons, and Council staff’s response to each, are:

e Thé balance between vehicular congestion and pedestrian accessibility should be made
on a case-by-case basis through subdivision cases or facility planning studies as needs

arise.  Adding lanes and improving pedestrian accessibility are not necessary ..
antithetical. With sufficient median refuges, tighter curb radii, enhanced pedestrian

signalization, and more generous crossing times, it is possible to improve both vehicular
capacity and pedestrian accessibility. '

e The level of travel demand forecasting performed for the Sector Plan analysis is useful

for assessing long-term trends, but not for programming 20-year needs on an intersection-

specific basis. Because the forecasts are too general for intersection design is all the
more reason why the plan should set aside the righi-of-way for these improvements. -

Afier all, the primary reason for most master plan transportation recommendations is to

set aside land from development to protect the option lo undertake the future.

improvement.
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e Current Annual Growth Policy (AGP) processes allow CLV congestion standards to be
exceeded in Metro Station Policy Areas as long as operational analyses demonstrate that
vehicle queues do not block upstream intersections. The three intersections within the
Metro Communities will be at least 10% over capacity—that is, at least 1,980 CLV—
without further improvements. These intersections are close to other signalized
intersections, and so they most probably will back up into them. Recall that the 1,800
CLV is already over capacity (1,600 CLV equals capacity) and so some queueing will
occur even if the standard were met.

e AGP standards and practices are re-evaluated every two years and are subject to change
during the lifetime of the Sector Plan. By this statement the plan suggests that even a
looser congestion standard than 1,800 CLV will be deemed tolerable in the future. This
seems very doubtful.

In summary, the Council is already allowing in the Growth Policy significant traffic congestion
(1,800 CLV, and higher CLV if the queues do not have ripple effects on neighboring
intersections) in Metro Station areas in order for higher densities to be realized there. To then
ignore these standards by not planning for practical road improvements carries the toleration for
congestion much too far. While there are a few other plans which acknowledge that certain
intersections will still fail (such as Shady Grove Road/Midcounty Highway in this plan), no other
plan—including the Bethesda CBD, Silver Spring CBD, Friendship Heights, and Wheaton CBD
Sector Plans—excludes intersection improvements as part of the solution.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Concur with Executive. Replace the
text in the ‘Intersections’ section on pp. 69-70 with the following:

The Plan recognizes that capacity improvements of four intersections will likely be
necessary to achieve current Local Area Transportation Review standards if build out is
achieved. Balancing the needs of pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles need to be taken into
consideration in designing any such improvements. Specific improvements need to be
determined at the time of a preliminary plan review (or a project planning/facility planning
study) with specific traffic studies and more detailed information to identify needed
improvements. The four intersections are expected to have such potential improvements
are as follows:

Shady Grove Road/Crabbs Branch Way
MD 355/Redland Road

MD 355/ Shady Grove Road

Shady Grove Road/Midcounty Highway

20. Local street network (p. 70-71). The Final Draft identifies the specific alignments and
rights-of-way for public streets within the Metro Neighborhoods. These would be Business
District Streets; some would be with parking on one side only within 60’-wide rights-of-way,
and others with parking on both sides within 70’-wide rights-of-way. Streets ‘A’ and ‘B’ would
be entryways for buses to the west side of the Metro Station and would have 120’-wide and
190’-wide segments. DPWT believes that Street ‘D,” planned with a 60’-wide right-of-way,
should instead have a 70’-wide right-of-way. DPWT also objects to the text suggesting types of
pedestrian-friendly characteristics that could be implemented.
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Generally, Council staff believes that setting the specific street layout and rights-of-way in a
master plan—prior to preliminary plan review—unduly restricts developers’ creativity and
options; it would be tantamount to a master plan laying out streets in a residential subdivision.
However, the plan’s recommendations for a new grid system in the Metro Neighborhoods
forming short, walkable blocks is an important recommendation in creating transit-oriented
development and should be retained in the plan, as is general guidance about right-of-way
widths, pedestrian-friendly intersection design, and traffic calming. Furthermore, WMATA has
expressed satisfaction with the plan’s specific layout and rights-of-way for the streets within its
property. However, for the County Service Park, Miller and Smith is proposing a different street
layout and rights-of-way, while still meeting the grid pattern advocated by the plan (©104-105).

DPWT objects to listing raised pedestrian crosswalks among the pedestrian-friendly measures.
They have been installed only where the County’s Speed Hump Criteria have been met and
coincide with the location of a crosswalk, such as on Bel Pre Road in Aspen Hill.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (2-1): Councilmembers Silverman and
Praisner recommend revising the first three bullets under ‘Local Street Network’ as
follows:

e Providing a new grid system of local streets forming short, walkable blocks within
the Metro station vicinity (see Commercial Business Streets for Metro
Neighborhoods). Those streets that are listed in the Street and Highway
Classification table as Streets ‘F’ (north of Street ‘H”), ‘L.’ apd ‘J’ are illustrative
of the type and right-of-way needed to improve access to Metro and local
circulation. Additional streets that are illustrated but not listed in the table are
also of the type desired. '

¢ [Within the Metro Neighborhoods, all streets shall be built to Commercial Business
District Street standards with primarily a 70-foot right-of-way.] At the time of

relimina lan_ review. specific streets locations shall be d

termined.
Recommended rights-of-way_are needed to ensure adequate lanes, bus access.

pedestrian sidewalks and street parking.
e Designing local intersections with pedestrian-friendly characteristics such as

minimal corner radii, raised pedestrian crosswalks,] and special crosswalk
pavement. :

Councilmember Floreen agrees except, in the last bullet, she would retain ‘raised
pedestrian crosswalks’ among the illustrative characteristics.

21. Study of Midcounty Highway/Shady Grove Road interchange (p. 70). Council staff
explored this option with Planning staff and determined that an interchange would not resolve
the capacity issues at this intersection, and that it would entail significant takings of nearby
homes.

Committee (and Council staff) Recommendation (3-0): Delete the reference to this study.
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B. Historic Preservation
Committee Recommendation: Support Plan recommendations.

Page in Master Plan: 55-57.

Plan Recommendations: Evaluate the significance of certain resources in Derwood for
inclusion on the Locational Atlas and Index of Historic Sites, including Derwood Baptist Church,
Derwood School, Hall’s Store, and Hoskinson-Schwartz House (which was removed by the
- owner’s request but should be reevaluated). Evaluate the Post Office, which was recently placed
on the Locational Atlas, for designation on the Master Plan for Historic Preservation.

Testimony: Individuals commented that the Plan should acknowledge the historic significance
of Washington Grove and the need to buffer its edges and that Old Derwood needed to be
preserved. The Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance wants the Old Derwood School, Post
Office, corner market, church, the rail man apartment and many residential structures to be
preserved and saved and the two cemetery lots that hold Ricketts and Crabbs family’s burial
should be protected by fences. The Montgomery County Civic Federation and Montgomery
Preservation, Inc. (represented by Wayne Goldstein) support the recommendations.

Committee Discussion: The Committee expressed its concern that the designations were not
being made in the Sector Plan as has typically been the case. The Committee asked for
information regarding the timeframe for including the Derwood Post Office and Store in the
Master Plan for Historic Preservation. This property was placed on the Locational Atlas, but due
to overwhelming opposition to the historic designation, the Council removed it in 1991.
Currently, and without the owner’s opposition, it is included in the Locational Atlas under an
interim designation where a moratorium is placed on its demolition. The Committee supports
the Sector Plan recommendation to evaluate sites for addition to the Locational Atlas and Master
Plan for Historic Preservation. Although Washington Grove is outside the Sector Plan area,
Staff believes that it would be appropriate to acknowledge its historical significance in the Plan.

C. Environment

Committee Recommendation: Delete the first bulleted item on page 93 of the Plan since
the law already requires compliance with the Forest Conservation Law at the earliest
stages of the development process. Water Quality and Stormwater Management: Replace,
on page 93, the word “land” with “streams”. Delete references to application of low-impact
development techniques being encouraged. Replace, on page 94, “recreate” with
“rehabilitate”.

Page in Master Plan: 90-95
Plan Recommendations:

e Forest Conservation — Planning Board recommendations focus on enhancing the

natural environment in Shady Grove and designating forest reserve areas within the
planning area to facilitate off-site reforestation requirements.
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e Water Quality and Stormwater Management — Planning Board recommendations
focus on protecting stream buffers and increasing landscaping. The Plan also
recommends recreating the stream that formerly ran west of the existing Meiro access
roadway if the park maintenance facility and MCPS bus depot are relocated.

e Wetlands - Planning Board recommendations focus on protecting and restoring
wetlands.

e Noise — Planning Board recommendations focus on supporting noise-compatible site
designs and noise walls and incorporating compliance with the Adopted County
Noise Control Ordinance and the Planning Board’s Staff’ Guidelines for the
Consideration of Transportation Noise Impacts in Land Use Planning and
Development. ~ Additionally, the Plan recommends locating structured parking
adjacent to CSX tracks.

e Air Quality — Planning Board Recommendations focus on limiting Metro parking,
providing safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle access to various areas within
the planning area, and providing incentives for transit use. Additionally, the Plan
recommends working with the Solid Waste Transfer Station to control odors by
eliminating or relocating its yard waste processing area.

Testimony: Individuals stated their concern about the Sector Plan’s impact on the environment
in terms of water quality, noise, and air quality. The Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance noted
that the attempt to save Rock Creek by restricting impervious development to 8% on the Eastern
parts of Rock Creek are wasted efforts if 80-90% is allowed on the headwaters of Crabbs Branch
and Mill Creek streams. Solutions Not Sprawl, however, expressed that the Plan includes a
«“wonderful” network of parks and public spaces that will ultimately benefit the air and water
quality of the area.

Committee Discussion: The Committee generally supports the Sector Plan recommendations
for the environment and notes that concentrating density at a Metro station and requiring shifting
density from horizontal to more vertical development has environmental benefits. With regard to
the water quality issues addressed in testimony, the Upper Rock Creek Special Protection Area
and overlay zone address one of the highest quality (Use III) streams in the County. The Mill
Creek and Crabs Branch flow into the Use IV portion of Upper Rock Creek, which is not as
sensitive. Planning Staff do not anticipate that Crabbs Branch imperviousness will change
significantly from current levels (since some areas will be greener and other areas will become
more impervious). Mill Creek imperviousness will increase somewhat but it is already high and
Planning Staff believe that the impact of the Sector-Plan will not be significant. The Committee
recommends the following clarifications to language in the section on the environment: - Delete
the first bulleted item on page 93 of the Plan since the law already requires compliance with the
Forest Conservation Law at the earliest stages of the development process. Water Quality and
Stormwater Management: Replace, on page 93, the word “land” with “streams”. Delete

references to application of low-impact development techniques being encouraged. Replace, on

page 94, “recreate” with “rehabilitate”.
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VIII. WORKFORCE HOUSING

Committee Recommendation: Require workforce housing on publicly-owned land and
develop legislation that will require workforce housing on land zoned TOMX as part of
more comprehensive workforce housing program.

Workforce housing is not discussed in the Planning Board Draft Plan, but the Committee
believes that it should be a part of the Plan. The Committee asked Planning staff to identify
options for including a workforce housing component in the Shady Grove Sector Plan and/or the
TOMX zone. Attached on © 106-109 is the analysis conducted by Planning Staff. Planning
Staff identified the following options for consideration:

e Require 10% as part of any agreement with a private developer on publicly owned land —
452 dwelling units of work force housing.

e Require 10% for approval of all projects in Shady Grove — 670 dwelling units of work
force housing.

e Require 10% for approval of the Optional Method of Development in the TOMX 2.0
Zone — 395 dwelling units of work force housing.

Park and Planning Staff note that all of the options require legislation to include workforce
housing. It would also be necessary to define eligibility, establish a method to monitor the price
of housing and establish time limits on price controls. An implementing agency should also be
identified. Planning Staff recommends the first option of 10% of all housing on publicly owned
land to be work force housing. The number of units that would be generated on each public site
is as follows:

Publicly Owned Land and Housing by Neighborhood in Shady Grove

Neighborhood Zone E())ttilsling ?;[;’ol/: ;JS (VIV(;)‘;(I)() Force
Jeremiah Park PD-15 640 96 64

Metro West

- WMATA TOMX 2.0 | 865 130 87

Metro North

- WMATA TOMX 2.0 | 854 129 86

-DPWT TOMX 2.0 | 1220 183 122

- MCPS TOMX 2.0 | 12 0 2

Totals 3591 538 361

Attached on © 110-111 is the memorandum from the PHED Committee Chair Steve Silverman
recommending that workforce housing be a requirement for all publicly owned land and that the
transit-oriented, mixed-use (TOMX) zone be changed to require any property which develops
under the optional method to provide 10% workforce housing
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After considering the options presented, the Committee decided that workforce housing should
be required on public land and that other properties in Shady Grove (particularly those
recommended for TOMX zoning) would be appropriate for workforce housing if a program is
developed and legislation adopted. The Committee also believed that work should be done to
develop this program as expeditiously as possible. Ideally, a program would be developed prior
to implementation of the sectional map amendment (SMA) so that workforce housing would be a
component of all new TOMX development.

IX. MUNICIPALITIES

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends that the Council ask the
municipalities to enter into memorandums of understanding (MOUs) agreeing to comply
with the staging in the Sector Plan for any annexed land.

The Committee asked for additional information from municipalities on the status of their
adequate public facilities laws and their plans for annexation. The Committee was concerned
that annexations could circumvent the Staging Plan in the Sector Plan if the municipalities did
not comply with the staging. Information from Planning Staff is attached at ©112-117.
Attached on © 118-119 is a letter from the City of Rockville addressing of the Committee’s
questions.

Rockville’s Urban Growth Area (the maximum expansion area) contain several land areas
discussed in the Shady Grove Sector Plan including Metro West, Metro South, Metro East/Old
Derwood, MD 355 South, Crabbs Branch Industrial Park, and Shady Grove Plaza. The City
indicates that its Master Plan’s recommendations for these areas generally reflect existing
County Master Plans and zoning because State law requires the County Council to consent to
property being annexed into the City and rezoned to a substantially different zone than the
County Master Plan recommends. The City’s Maser Plan does not recommend any specific
properties for annexation except for the WMATA property at the Twinbrook Metro Station. The
City usually responds to annexation petitions on a case-by-case basis and neither the Mayor nor
the City Council has discussed any “proactive annexation potential” in the Shady Grove area.
The City would most likely respond to annexation petitions on their “merits and benefits” to the
City.

Rockville rémams concerned that there be proper staging and transportation improvements in
order that City neighborhoods will be protected. They support the staging of development to
correspond with adequate public facilities. Rockville is particularly concerned with school

capacity. The Mayor and Council expect to consider the issue of a draft Adequate Public

Facilities Ordmance again this year as it has been dormant since kate 2003.

Although the Clty is supportive of staging, it is unclear whether they would require acxmphance
with staging if the properties are annexed. The Committee recommends that the Council ask the
mun101palltles to enter into memorandums of understanding (MOUs) agreeing to comply with
the staging in the Sector Plan for any annexed land.
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X. STAGING

Page in Master Plan: 97-100.

Plan Recommendations: The Final Draft Plan divides the plan’s development into three stages,
with each stage allowing a specific amount of housing and jobs. Before proceeding to a
subsequent stage, as set of projects must be funded and other steps must be taken. During the
first stage 1,500 housing units and 1,570 new jobs can proceed, the second stage allows 3,000
housing units and 2,650 new jobs and the third stage is full build out. Criteria that need to be
met to proceed to each stage are detailed on pages 97-100 and are briefly summarized below.
Testimony: The Council received extensive testimony from individuals and groups (including
the Upcounty Citizens Advisory Board and The Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance) advocating
that the staging requirements be strengthened and asking the Council to be firm in requiring the
staging of development. Numerous individuals also stated that school capacity should be
included in the staging requirement and an impartial mechanism should assess the ongoing need
for public facilities. Mayor Sidney Katz (City of Gaithersburg) and Mayor Larry Giammo
(Rockville) urged the Council to ensure that construction of the residential units are staged with
the construction schedules of the proposed elementary and high schools. Mayor John Compton
(Washington Grove) requested that the Council consider making the criteria for triggering
development at 50% and 25% build out more explicit. Eastern Diversified Properties is
concerned that the proposed staging component of the Plan will interfere with future plans to
upgrade and modernize existing vehicle sales and service facilities to accommodate the needs of
customers. They request that the staging provisions not apply to repairs, renovation, expansion,
and reconstruction of uses, buildings and improvements on existing dealerships properties.

Committee Discussion: The Committee believes the Staging Plan should be written to clarify
its intent and strength the effect. The reviewed issues associated with staging including what
public facilities/activities should be included in the staging, the criteria for judging whether they
are sufficient and the timing for applying the criteria (before which stage). In addition, the
Committee considered wording in the Staging Plan that raised questions regarding sources of
funding for the needed public facilities.

Transportation: The Committee places particular reliance on transportation demand
management and traffic mitigation agreements to address the traffic to be generated by the
planned development. It agrees with the Planning Board that particular facilities need to be
funded at each stage. If approved, the proposed Staging Plan would implement the most
stringent master plan staging to date with regards to transportation.

Schools: The Staging Plan is silent with regard to schools, presumably because the Annual
Growth Policy (AGP) requires that there be sufficient school capacity before development can
proceed. The Committee believes that the Staging Plan should include a school component and
recommends that planning begin before Stage 2 and construction be completed before Stage 3
(unless another means to serve students is identified).

Yard Waste Processing Activities at the Solid Waste Transfer Facility: The Committee

considered whether the relocation of the yard waste processing facilities should occur before
completion of residential units on Metro West or Metro South (the two areas likely to be
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impacted by odors from these facilities). Since relocation is likely to occur before significant
staging capacity for Metro West becomes available, the Committee did not believe that it was
necessary to include the relocation in the Staging Plan.

Urban Service District and Development District: The Sector Plan requires the creation of an
Urban Service District and notes that a development district may be a useful tool for expediting
the funding of public facilities such as libraries, schools, police and fire stations, transit facilities,
parks and recreation. The Staging Plan requires participation in the Urban Service District
before development can proceed. ‘

Page 100 in the Plan describes the activities the Urban Service District would fund, including
maintenance, promotion and programmed activities in the Metro Neighborhoods and Jeremiah
Park. Although these activities are typically provided by Urban Service Districts, the Plan also
recommends that the District fund the construction and/or management of a community center if
it is not feasible as a public center. The Committee recommends that this language be deleted
and that the Plan clarify that the Urban District will provide funding for ongoing operational
activities or small capital projects.*

Sources of funding: The Staging Plan does not provide clear guidance regarding the source of
funding for many of the recommended improvements. The Plan language in the section on
staging should be revised to indicate that there are a number of potential options for funding
infrastructure improvement and the Plan is indifferent as to the source (unless specified
otherwise), provided the funding is provided at the recommended point in the Staging Plan. It
should also clarify that public funding is not assumed.

County Service Park: The Staging Plan exempts the County Service Park from staging and the
Council received testimony objecting to this exemption. The Committee concurs with the
testimony but also believes that new development that is part of the relocation of the County
Service Park should be in Stage 1 to facilitate the relocation.

It is imporfant to understand that the Staging Plan is focused on the development of new
private residential units and commercial development that will impact public facilities.
The Capital Improvements Program (CIP) will determine the timing of public investment
in facilities (including those related to the CSP). Currently the CIP shows design of DPWT
facilities programmed to begin in FYO07; the timing will be reviewed as part of the FY07-FY12
CIP. ‘

Committee Recommendations

The PHED Committee’s recommended staging of this plan, described below differs in some
significant respects, including:

“ It is entirely possible that the Urban District may decide to fund in part or whole activities associated with a
community center; however, Staff believes it is inappropriate for the Sector Plan to require this participation before
there has been adequate analysis of the costs and benefits.
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o A higher number of housing units are allowed in Stages 1 and 2 if the County Service
Park relocates. A smaller number of housing units are allowed in Stages 2 and 3 if the
Service Park does not relocate. A

» Each development generating at least 100 more peak-hour trips must enter info a traffic
mitigation agreement with the Planning Board. Any development on County-owned
land, including the Service Park, must enter into a traffic mitigation agreement regardless
of the level of traffic it would generate.

o If the sum total of vehicle trips from all Stage 1 sites with traffic mitigation agreements
exceeds the sum of the allowed trip caps, then the plan cannot proceed to Stage 2.

o Each of the major intersections in the Sector Plan area must operate at or better than its
respective Growth Policy intersection standard or congestion level at the time of the
Plan’s adoption, which ever is greater. If not, the plan cannot proceed to Stage 2.

e The Committee’s recommended Staging Plan includes triggers related to the planning
and construction of a new elementary school.

e The Committee’s recommended Staging Plan specifies recreation facilities within parks
and requires dedication or acquisition of a local park before Stage 2.

e The Committee’s recommended Staging Plan requires dedication of a library site earlier
in the staging and requires funding before Stage 3. Also, the identification of a library
site is now a trigger for new private development on Jeremiah Park.

The Committee recommends replacing the staging in the Plan with the following:

The following general provisions shall apply to all development within the planning area:

= Shifting of existing employment within the Planning Area does mot count towards
staging limits.

= Staging does not exempt development from other requirements imposed under County
law or regulation such as the Adequate Public Facilities requirements.

s  Re-evaluate the need for additional community meeting space before the new library is
built and consider the option to co-locate additional meeting space with the library, if
needed.

= Do not approve a preliminary plan for new private development on Jeremiah Park
until a site for a new school and the private funding source for acquisition have been
identified. ' ,

= Do not approve a preliminary plan for new development on Jeremiah Park or Metro
North until a site for a library has been identified by the Planning Board in consultation
with the Department of Public Libraries and other permitting agencies.

= Do not approve a preliminary plan for new private development on Jeremiah Park
until sites for three ball fields and other required park facilities have been identified.
Absent identification of alternative locations, two adult ball fields should be located on
Jeremiah Park if the County Service Park relocates.

o Each development receiving preliminary plan approval within the Shady Grove Metro
Station Policy Area that generates at least 100 additional peak—heur trips is required to
enter into a Traffic Mitigation Agreement (TMAg) in compliance with Planuning
Board’s policies. (Councilmember Praisner recommends that the threshold be 50 additional
peak-hour trips.)
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e Any County owned property, including the County Service Park, must participate in
Trip Mitigation Agreemcnts even if development yields less than 100 additional peak-
hour trips.

* Seek memorandums of understanding with Rockville and Gaithersburg documenting
their commitment to abide by the staging principles in the Sector Plan.

Councilmember Praisner supported included a staging condition that link development approvals
to the provision of additional Metrorail capacity. The Committee majority did not concur, noting
the finding that the level of development at Shady Grove has a minimal impact on Metrorail
capacity (see the discussion in Section II.B under ‘Metrorail capacity’).

Within two years from the adoption of the Sector Plan:

¢ Conclude final negotiations on County Service Park relocations or release capacity
being held to facilitate redevelopment. The CIP, not the Staging Plan, will determine
the timing of County funding of public facilitiess for DPWT and other
departments/agencies.

¢ If the County Service Park does not relocate in its entirety, the amount of housing units .
will be adjusted as specified in this Staging Plan with a proportional reduction in
housing units for each stage to be determined by the Planning Board.

Staging Sequence:

Staging with the relocation of the County Service Park
Stagel 2,540 units, 1,570 jobs
Stage2 3,540 units, 2,650 jobs
Stage3 6,340 units, 7,000 jobs

Staging without the relocation of the County Service Park
Stage1 1,500 units, 1,570 jobs
Stage2 2,500 units, 2,650 jobs
Stage3 4,100 units, 7,000 jobs

Stage 1 Triggers:

* Receive County Council adoption of zoning text amendntents and complete sectional
map amendments. 7

* Establish a Transportation Management District (TMD) that covers the Sector Plan
area except areas of single-family residential development. Allow development to
proceed prior to establishment of a TMD, but only under the proviso that the
owner/tenants of every development ultimately within the boundary of the TMD must
participate in its required activities, including the preparation of a traffic mitigation
plan, the participation in the annual commuter survey, and the payment of any annual
fees as if it were new development, once the TMD is established.
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Stage 1 — 2,540 housing units and 1,570 jobs with the relocation of the CSP.

The staging scenario for the relocation of the County Service Park is intended to allow for
the level of development recommended for the CSP within Stage 1 and a small amount of
additional housing elsewhere in the Plan. This represents approximately 40 percent of the
housing units. Housing capacity of 2,480 units and 520 jobs (400 office and 120 retail jobs),
will be held for development on Jeremiah Park and the Metro North Neighborhood, unless
the Executive determines that a land exchange is not feasible or fails to enter into an
agreement with a private developer to exchange land within two years of the adoption of
the Plan.

If the County Service Park does not complete negotiations related to relocation within two
years, then Stage 1 will consist of only 1,500 housing units and 1,570 jobs. If only some
portions of the County Service Park relocate, then Stage 1 ceiling will be proportionally
adjusted to the amount of development proposed up to 2,540 units and 1,570 jobs.

Stage 2 Triggers:

= Evaluate the need and schedule for the new elementary school and ask MCPS to begin
planning and program accordingly.

* Fund acquisition or dedication for a local park with at least one ball field. If the
County Service Park relocates, dedication of required park facilities should be required
as part of the preliminary plan approval for private development. Fund construction
for one park.

» The Planning Board will consider the aggregate performance of all such TMAgs in the
Shady Grove Policy Area in the decision to move to Stage 2. If the sum total of vehicle
trips from all participating sites exceeds the sum of the allowed trip caps, then the plan
should not be considered ready to move to the subsequent stage.

» Each of the major intersections in the Sector Plan area must operate at or better than
its respective Growth Policy Local Area Transportation Review (LATR) level of service
standard or congestion level at the time of the Plan’s adoption, which ever is greater.
Traffic conditions will be measured from existing and approved development on a
network programmed for completion four years later.

« Fund the Metro Access Partial Interchange for completion within the first four years of
the Capital Improvements Program to ensure adequate access to the Metro station.

* Planning Board must make a determination that Stage 2 can proceed.

Stage 2 - 3,540 units, 2,650 jobs with the relocation of the CSP.
If the County Service Park does not relocate after two years from the approval of the Plan,
then Stage 2 will consist of only 2,500 units and 2,650 jobs. If only some portion of the

County Service Park relocates, then Stage 2 ceiling will be proportional to the amount of
development proposed up to 3,540 units and 2,650 jobs.
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Stage 3 Triggers:

s Fund library in the 6 year CIP.

= Complete construction of a new elementary school unless MCPS identifies an
alternative strategy for serving elementary school children.

= If County Service Park relocates, fund construction of a second local park with ball
field.

» Evaluate if public facilities are adequate for growth and determine if any changes to the
Sector Plan are required as a result.

= Fund the following for completion within four years: (1) Redland Road and Crabbs
Branch' Way roadway improvements; (2) the pedestrian underpass at Shady Grove
Road and Crabbs Branch Way if The Grove and Jeremiah Park redevelop; and (3) all
area wide pathways and bikeways.

* Planning Board must make determination that Stage 3 can proceed.

Stage 3 - 6,340 housing units and 7,000 jobs if CSP is relocated.

Under the scenario that the CSP is not relocated, only 4,100 new housing units will be
permitted.

XI. URBAN DISTRICT AND DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT OPTIONS

Committee Recommendation: Clarify that the Urban Service District would only fund
operating expenses. Rename “Urban Service District” to “Urban District” with the
assurance that the Urban District would provide the same types of services that current
urban districts provide. Include language that offers options between establishing an
Urban District and an Urban Partnership. Delete references stating that the Urban Service
District should manage the funding and operation of a community center. Include
language that indicates the private sector can propose a Development District.

Urban Service District: The Committee agreed that there should not be an expectation that an
Urban Service District would fund improvements not typically provided by other Urban
Districts. Staff noted that the absence of a parking district in the planning area combined with

the significant percentage of residential development raises questions about the amount of
revenues that will be generated. The Committee recommends that the Plan discuss the services

this area will need above those typically provided by the County, congistent with services
provided by other Urban Districts. :

Developmént District: The Committee discussed whether the creation of a development district

would more equitably spread infrastructure costs among property owners. Afer further

|

considering this issue the Committee agreed not try to resolve this issue now, but ask Executive -
staff to continue to review options for financing facilities required by the Plan. Given the mixed

success of development districts, it may be worth exploring alternative mechanisms to-more

equitably spread facility costs among property Owners. Since this is an implementation issue, it

can be addressed after adoption of the Sector Plan.

g:\misc\marlcne\éhady grove\council memo (9-06-05 packet).doc
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January 18, 2004

Memorandum

To:

Marlene Michaelson, Legislative Aide

Via: John Carter, Chief Community Based Planning
From: Sue Edwards, Team Leader I-270 Team

Karen Kumm Morris, Lead Planner, Shady Grove Sector Plan W\
Subject: I-270 Context for the Shady Grove Sector Plan

Planning Board's Draft Proposed Density Compared with TPR

The Planning Board's Draft Shady Grove Sector Plan has a greater amount of housing
and jobs than the TPR's Alternative Land Use for the following reasons:

To support Council's policy for increasing housing choices near transit .

to achieve appropriate densities within ¥z mile walking of a Metro station.

to be comparable with other non-CBD Metro areas such as Twinbrook while less
than the municipalities such as Rockville. See Mixed Use Centers.

to achieve sufficient housing density within the County Service Park to support
the relocation of the County facilities

to promote the mixed use development of The Grove Shopping Center

to create an urban, compact center on the Westside of the station. The
additional density is helpful in supporting the urban infrastructure needed to
create an attractive center and to ensure a range of multi-family type projects
such as condominiums as well as rental units.

additional jobs were needed to ensure adequate levels of activating uses at the
ground floor of the Metro Westside properties and bio technology and technology
along the Shady Grove Road Technology Corridor.

In response to your questions: -
1. Specific Plan recommendations considered part of the |-270 Vision -

Proposed housing sérves the 1-270 housing needs.

Proposed density levels creates a vital, mixed use residential center at the Metro
station. This is where the density needs to be, centrally located at the
transportation hub of the 1270 Corridor.

Proposed density on the County Service Park encourages relocation. ,
Proposed network of transportation, recreation and environmental improvements
(County-wide elements) supports future growth in Shady Grove and the larger

mid county area.
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2. TPR's recommendations for changes in the number of housing units and jobs in the
1-270 Corridor and Shady Grove in particular -

e TPR's recommended JH ratios were used as a guide or target for proposed
development of the Plan. Planning Board's increased housing within the Shady
Grove Policy Area (directly adjacent to the Metro station) falls within a range that
corresponds to the TPR alternative land use JH ratio of 1.39. Appendix C of the
TPR Report shows these targets for specific geographic areas.

3. The overall vision for Shady Grove relative to the other |-270 centers —

« |-270 Corridor is comprised of a number of communities and centers. Each area
should have its own distinctive land use character. Employment densities
generally increase towards the District. Size of communities generally steps
down in overall density towards the edges of the County.

See the 1-270 Corridor Framework document for specific descriptions of each
community within the Corridor and gives the JH ratio comparisons of existing
development, TPR recommendations and existing Master Plan.

e Shady Grove is viewed as a moderate sized center with a mixed use, residential
emphasis at the Metro station. It is located between Gaithersburg and Rockville
that are considerably larger in jobs and housing that the proposed Shady Grove
Plan. See |-270 Framework. The proposed plan is less dense than Bethesda
and Rockville, but approximately comparable to Twinbrook in FAR density.

4. Expected increase in housing in Shady Grove compare to potential changes in
Germantown, Gaithersburg, Rockville and Twinbrook —

e TPR's alternative land use will be used as a target or goal for the planning
efforts within Gaithersburg Vicinity and Germantown planning efforts.

« The TPR's alternative land use target is to achieve a JH ratio of 2.62 for the I-
270 Corridor north of the beltway. For Gaithersburg, there will be a need to
increase housing somewhat to achieve this. For Germantown, there is only a
small amount of additional housing needed to achieve TPR's target.

 For Shady Grove, (the core area covered by the TPR alternative land use), the
JH ratio target is 1.39. This has been achieved by the proposed densities of the
Planning Board's Draft Plan. The actual numbers of housing and jobs is
somewhat greater than assumed within the TPR's alternative because there is a
need to take advantage of Metro proximity, achieve comparable density to other
non-CBD Metro areas and create a vital mixed use center.




5. Rockville's and Gaithersburg’s affect upon the vision for Shady Grove -

Schools - Proposed land use growth for both municipalities and the mid

_county area were evaluated for school need. The analysis shows that

proposed and existing school sites planned in the mid county area will satisfy

the capacity needs. See page 63 of the Supplemental Technical Information.

Transportation ~ Municipalities growth was factored into the traffic analysis.
How Shady Grove fits into the a comparative traffic analysis, see attached
policy area densities that was compiled by the transportation division.

The City of Rockville's concerns-
- Concern for the character and traffic along MD 355.

- More density in the City and wants less density in Shady Grove.

- Wants coordination of the Twinbrook residential neighborhood with
the planning for theTwinbrook Sector Plan.

- Planning on the annexation of the recently approved Metro project
in Twinbrook.

The City of Gaithersburg's concerns —
- Need another high school.
- Planning for the Corridor Cities Transitway @ NIST and Kentlands.
- Concern for the character and traffic along MD 355.

»



Juaselpy
BEE L

¢ 1T ey

f i eam ‘fﬂrﬁfm.ll.:lnis U..r- f _L_ .,,...,..m.. g 'm_ .
{zaoe J8d) sanisusp ease saolg Apeusg -.r.,}r-fxef_; | \M, "}
1 . v . AN

.

— - T T [ s T (TP
E TE—— T KT W VTR
= o T T LT T I L L T e T S S | N A L T, R TR AT
P e e ) S T TN VR IFR T T



offe) DA ISIOM 108183 uMous (Nid 10 1Y) oY esd
pIEpUElS LONSOBUOS AQ POPIMD ATD UOIOBSIAN SE PBIBIRTIES Offerd D/A

SBION
160 68'0 89'0 0081 SRUBAY JUOUBEO / PEOH BADID APEYS
86'0 €60 ¥8'0 0081 peoy pueipey) 7 Aem youelg sqaeI0
€8°0 oLt 26°0 99°0 0084 Aep youesg sqQRID / Pest 9019 Apeus
00't oLt 96°0 L0t €20 0081 Peoky puepet / SSE O
0’1 (A £6°0 8ot 06'0 0081 peoy anmo Apeus / SSE aNW
8Lt vl bt ov'l vZ'L SLpl Aemybity Aunoopiy / peoy eros9) Apeus
SUG|Iw90] SOUBUOIOWH-UON
VIN SS'1 V/N €51 &2l Sipl 9MIQ OpID / SSE OW
moc,a._ WoLt seue) wait
uin} snig Y eseg wny snid ynm eseg (pO/1/L jo sB)
p.epuels uoRO9S B
uejd Jeiq preog Buuuely ue|d ye:q BuuesH aang s Ny uofisefivon
soiey Anoede))-0j-8WNICA GZ0T 15808104 Ao

P s g o

uosledwo?) Uoijos

50




ities

County Service Park Location of Fac

Casey Property #7

(=7 3

SN
2 %{éﬂ‘?’\?
&

intenance

VWMATA
Ma
Yard

625

Shady Grove Sector Plan



ZONING FOR PROPERTIES IN THE COUNTY SERVICE PARK FACILITIES

County Service Park Facilities are located in the three different sub-areas in the planning area:
Metro North, Jeremiah Park and the Shady Grove Road Technology Corridor. The existing and
recommended zoning for each of these properties are summarized in the chart below.

Facility Page | Lot Area | Existing | Proposed Proposed | With MPDU
(acres) Zoning | Zoning* Density Bonus Density
Shady Grove Road Technology Corridor
Department of | 27 15 I-1 R&D/I-3 N/A N/A
Liquor Control
Metro Neighborhoods
DPWT EMOC 38 27 I-1 New Transit { 1,000 du | 1,220 du
Zone ‘
MCPS Food | 38 3 I-1 New Transit | 30 du {36du
Service Site Zone
Jeremiah Park
MCPS Bus Depot, | 47 33.5 R-200 R-90/PD-15 | Combined { Combined, 640
Building 640  du | dumax.
Maintenance, and max.
County Radio
MCPS Central | 47 12 R-200 R-90/PD-15
Maintenance
Facility
Totals 90.5 1670  du | 1896 du max.
max.

* Proposed Euclidian Zoning/Proposed Floating Zoning



January 11, 2005

Memorandum

To: Marlene Michaelson, Legislative Staff
Montgomery County Council

From: Karen Kumm Morris, Lead Planner
Shady Grove Sector Plan, M-NCPPC

Subject: Casey at Mill Creek

Preliminary Plan 1-02022

The Planning Board approved preliminary Plan, 1-02022, on December 23, 2004 for 185
units with dedication for Legacy Open Space and a reservation for a school site and the
Inter County Connector.

History of Development Review

Nov. 5, 2001

August 27, 2001

February 7, 2002

February 14, 2001

Spring 2002

July 2002

September 2002

Preliminary Plan filed for196 dwelling units on 65 acres.
No park, school site or meadow open space was proposed.

Development Review Committee comments on a revised plan
showing 165 dwelling units and a park. No school is requested.
Developer meets with community groups and in separate
agreements with the Town of Washington Grove proposes a
dedication of 13 acres of open space along Ridge Road.

Planning Board approved designation of 13 acres along Ridge
Road, the meadow area of the Casey at Mill Creek, as a Class Il site
in the Heritage Resource category, amending the Legacy Open
Space Functional Master Plan.

Planning Board reviewed the Casey at Mill Creek Preliminary Plan
in coordination with a SE Productivity Housing proposal, S$-2497, for
Casey 6 and 7. For discussion purposes only.

Shady Grove Sector Plan begins community meetings.

Shady Grove Purpose and Outreach Report is presented to
Planning Board.

Development review of revised preliminary plan showing 165 du’s, a

neighborhood park and legacy open space. Staff requests
dedication of all proposed park areas including Legacy Open Space.



October 2002 Montgomery County School Staff informs MNCPPC staff of the need
for a new elementary school given the potential amount of new
development in the Sector Plan.

It is determined that the current 1985 Master Plan does not
designate a school site in this area as in the previous 1977 Master
Plan. Lacking MP designation, property owner cannot be required
to dedicate or even reserve school property for acquisition.
Number of proposed units does not justify dedication.

Winter - Fall

2003 MNCPPC staff works on school options to determine feasibility and
MCPS acceptance of the site. Applicant agrees to provide a
reservation for the school site but only in the middle of the site, not
the single family area. Meadow area designated for Legacy Open
Space is not considered given Planning Board's earlier decisions.

Dec. 4, 2003 Public Hearing on Draft Sector Plan recommending first priority

school site on Casey at Mill Creek. School site recommendation
receives 100% community endorsement.

Winter — Spring
2004 Planning Board reviews Public Hearing Draft Plan.

July 23, 2004 Planning Board approves a modified Draft Plan supporting the Casey at -
Mill Creek property as the first priority for a school site. Other sites
considered have unacceptable issues. Planning Board Draft is
transmitted to County Council.

Dec. 23, 2004 Planning Board unanimously approves the Preliminary Plan for
Casey at Mill Creek for a total of 184 du’s, with 65 du’s allowead in
Phase | to proceed. Phases Il and lll show dedicated 12 acres of
Legacy Open Space and 119 du’s with reservations for a future -
school and ICC. Subsequent phases require LATR improvements
and Amity Drive connection to Crabbs Branch. The developer only
agreed to a two year reservation for the school.

Background on Legacy Open Space

The Casey Property between I-370 and the Town of Washington Grove was identified in
the Appendix of the Legacy Open Space Functional Master Plan as a Class |l property
in 2000. The property was further evaluated when it came to staff's attention in early
2001 that the property was under contract for potential development. Staff determined



that part of the site could provide a valuable buffer to the significant heritage resource
that is the Town of Washington Grove. The site was not found to have countywide
significance for its natural resources.

The entire Town of Washington Grove has been designated a National Register historic
site. The Town was founded as a Methodist camp meeting site and has developed in a
manner that preserves the unique land use pattern and rural setting of the town. Over
57% of the Town is preserved as forest. Part of the Casey Property, specifically a
meadow along Ridge Road, enhances the environmental setting of this heritage
resource by maintaining the Town's rural character. A 13 acre area of former farm fields
was identified the historic viewscape extending from Ridge Road to an existing
hedgerow providing a defined edge to the farm field.

The 13-acre meadow on this Casey property was determined to be significant according
to several Legacy Open Space criteria:

e The property has countywide and national significance in terms of its
association with the Town of Washington Grove, a heritage resource of national
import with exceptional architectural character and rural viewscapes.

e« Because of its association with Washington Grove, the site contributes to the
Legacy program’s heritage theme of the Rail Community Cluster, of which the
Town is part.

o If preserved as open space, the site would serve as a protective buffer of the
significant heritage resource that is Washington Grove. Two sides of the Town
are preserved as forest today, a third side faces the railroad tracks, and the
preservation of this open field would preserve a rural viewscape on the last
remaining unprotected side of the Town.

On 2/7/02, The Planning Board designated the 13-acre Ridge Road meadow portion of
the Casey Property at Washington Grove as a Class |l Legacy Open Space site under
the Heritage Resources category of the Legacy Open Space Functional Master Plan. At
the Planning Board's direction, staff has worked with the developer of the site (Oxbridge
Development) to protect as much of this resource as possible throughout the
development review process.

From 2002 to today, Legacy Open Space staff reviewed the Preliminary Plan (#1-02022)
at several stages and the Town of Washington Grove has been an active participant in
negotiations with the applicant. The Preliminary Plan was recently approved (12/23/04)
that includes dedication of 12 acres as the Legacy Open Space resource, including
approximately 10.5 acres of the designated field and approximately 1.5 acres of a
forested hedgerow adjacent to the field. The Town negotiated with the applicant and
reached a compromise whereby houses are proposed on 3 acres of the field in the
northeast corner but the forested hedgerow would be saved to preserve the existing




natural edge to the field. The current plan preserves approximately a 560-70 foot width
along the entire length of the hedgerow on all phased versions of the prefiminary plan.

Once the site is dedicated to the Commission, Legacy staff will work with appropriate

staff across the agency and conduct public outreach to create a management plan that
will address maintenance and public access issues for the site.

Background of a School Site on Casey at Mill Creek

The 1985 Gaithersburg Vicinity Master Plan does not recommend a school site for in this
area of Mill Creek South as did the previous 1977 Sector Plan. The 1985 Master Plan
surplused several school sites due to the lack of need at that time projected by the
Board of Education (p. 89, 1985 Master Plan). The 1985 Master Plan also noted that the
other 1977 park/school site, Blueberry Hill Park, would be used for recreational purposes
because of the greater recreational need than for schools, (page 90, 1985 Master Plan).
This resulted in the staff's inability to require a school dedication or even a reservation
without the applicant's agreement on the Casey at Mill Creek site.

Through staff negotiations, the applicant agreed to provide a reservation for a school
site. The location for a potential schoo! site on the Casey property was fimited to the
middle of the site, a lower level meadow area between two stream valleys, due {o the
applicant’s support for this location, its frontage along Amity Drive (a primary street) and
the previous Planning Board decision to preserve the higher elevation meadow along
Ridge Road as Legacy Open Space. Several layouts in this location were developed,
issues identified and revisions made to address MCPS concerns. See attachment.
MCPS supports the location and illustrated layout shown on the preliminary plan and has
requested funding for acquisition.

in December, 2004, Staff analyzed alternatives to the proposed school location upon
request by Council members. The Legacy Open Space meadow was analyzed for its
potential as a school site. The restricted access from Ridge Road (controlled by the
Town of Washington Grove), loss of an environmental setting for the Town of
Washington Grove, the need to revise the alignment of Amity Drive to serve the school -
(affecting wetland’s crossings), and the elevation change (+8 to 10 feet) from the lower
meadow to the Legacy Open Space meadow all created difficulties that would not be
easily resolved. In order to address any of these difficulties, a new tayout for the
preliminary plan would be required. Additional delays and revisions were not supported
by the developer although, at one point, they did agreed to revise their proposed 12 acre
dedication of the meadow open space to “public use” leaving it possible to consider a
school for such public use.

The Planning Board carefully considered the issues and was mindful of the cost of
acquisition for the school site. The proposed preliminary plan was approved with the



dedication of 12 acres of Legacy Open Space and the future school shown in a two year
reservation. A longer reservation period, although desirable, is not supported by case
law and would likely be challenged by the developer.

In approving the Plan, the Board acknowledged their previous commitments to the
Legacy Open Space meadow in their earlier designation of the meadow as Legacy Open
Space and in the Planning Board Draft for the Shady Grove Sector ‘Plan. They also
recognized the need to approve a preliminary plan in a comprehensive manner with the
layouts for all phases worked out, and that developer was under no obligation to provide
a dedication or reservation. To approve a plan with a revised school site would require
major layout revisions, suggesting the need to start over with a completely revised plan.
It was recognized that the timing of the preliminary plan application superceding the
Sector Plan and the need for the school had created a sequence of events and
decisions that resulted in the proposed plan before them.
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Michaelson, Marlene

From: Schmieler, Tanya [Tanya.Schmieler@mncppc—mc.org]

Sent:  Thursday, January 27, 2005 11:38 AM

To:  Michaelson, Marlene

Cc: Kumm, Karen; Zyontz, Jeffrey L., Esq.; Wallis, Mark; Hench, John
Subject: January 31, PHED worksession on Shady Grove

Mariene,

For the Monday Worksession on Shady Grove, Karen Kumm indicated that you had some
questions about how PROS needs guided the park proposals for the Shady Grove Plan. { also
saw some questions about Blueberry Hill from Marilyn Praisner in the Public Hearing
Summary. | have attached some information on both topics below which may be helpful.

How Euture Recreation Needs for the Shady Grove Area Relate to the PROS Pian

Estimating exact numbers of ballfields and other recreation facilities needed in Shady Grove is
an extremely difficult task and subject to many future variables. Although Shady Grove is
considered to be within the Gaithersburg Planning Area, its residents are also served by
facilities in Upper Rock Creek and the Cities of Rockville and Gaithersburg. Estimates should
be considered as guidelines only and may be revised in the future to accommodate changes in
population projections and field participation rates. The proposed Shady Grove Plan increases -
recreation facilities but still relys on facilities in the adjacent Upper Rock Creek Planning Areas
which will have a surplus of recreation facilities if future park proposals are constructed., Park
needs are determined in the County’s 1998 Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan, which
relies on user surveys and demographic forecasting to estimate future community and regional
parks needs. These recreational needs are addressed in a policy context that promates
provision of recreational facilities along with preserving environmental character and historic
resources.

‘I"he 1998 Park Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan placed a great deal of emphasis on
preservation of natural areas and provision of trails and connectors and indicates a significant

deficit of ball fields, basket ball courts and playgrounds in the planning area . The Shady Grove -

Sector Plan responded fo these needs and proposed several types of parks to serve-these
needs. Although there are a variety of existing parks, the existing facilities do not meet the
current need for recreation.  The1998 PROS Plan Indicates a ysar 2010 deficit of 12 ball
fields, § basketball courts and 11 playgrounds in the Gaithersburg Area which includes

the Shady Grove sector Area. Additional residential density will generate additional demand
and increase the amount of deficit facilities in the area.

Our needs analysis concentrated on balifields which are the highest fand user of any
recreation faility. Of the total 12 unmet needs for ballfields in Gaithersburg, the Shady Grove
Area' share was estimated to be 1.6 based on a estimated 2010 population of 10,612 used-in
the PROS Plan. Using the new Shady Grove Sector Plan proposals, based on a potential
dwelling unit range of 5400-6350 staff estimated that there could potentially be between 3 and
6 additional fields needed to serve long range needs of Shady Grove residents. The current
Shady Grove Plan field proposals (Jeremiah Park or a park on Casey 6 (2 fields plus 1 new

/"
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field at the new Elementary School on the Casey/Washington Grove Property, would satisfy
most, but not alf of the park and field demand. The remaining field needs could be met in
Upper Rock Creek. The 1998 PROS Plan estimated that there were no additional field needs
in Upper Rock Creek for the year 2010, however, the recently approved Upper Rock Creek
Master Plan includes park proposals with the potential for up to 6 additional local park fields to
help serve adjacent areas. These fields would be very close to Shady Grove and could help

serve any remaining unmet needs.

In looking at the range of parks needed , the Shady Grove Pilan also uses information from
several different surveys including the 2000 Park User Survey and the 2003 Park User
Satisfaction Survey. Recent survey findings relevant to Shady Grove found that:

= flocal parks have shown the greatest increase in use since 1990, with demand particularly
for ballfields, basketball courts, and playgrounds

e both residents and employees use urban parks

=« walking, hiking, and nature walks are the most common recreational activities

s students perceived the highest shortages in hiker-biker trails

To respond to these needs the Plan also creates new neighborhood and nature-oriendted
parks, path and trail opportunities, and a series of urban parks.

Blueberry Hifl

Blueberry Hill is an existing 20.9 acre park school site owned by MNCPPC. In 1977, 10.23
acres were purchased for a park and in 1983, 10.67acres were dedicated by the developer of
the adjacent housing development to M-NCPPC for a school, to be retained as parkland until it
was needed for school purposes. {f it was not needed for a school, then the entire parcel was
to remain as parkland. The park was subquently developed on half of the site. Although an
open field when dedicated, the school site has naturally developed into a wooded area that is
enjoyed by the neighborhool as natural open space. The community has strongly supported
the site as open space. The Plan states that the site should be preserved for recreation,
preferably for passive recreation and open space. In the long term, it states that the
undeveloped portion of this park may be needed for active recreation or to meet future school

needs.

Tanya K. Schmieler, Park Planning Supervisor
Park Planning and Resource Analysis

1109 Spring St. Suite # 802

Silver Spring, MD 20910

301-650-4392 Fax 301-650-4371

172712005 @




SHADY GROVE PARK NEEDS

Summary of Future Park Needs

The proposed increase of between 5400 and 6350 new dwelling units in Shady
Grove would certainly seem to indicate the need for new local park facilities to-
serve this new population. Analysis of Current Use of Shady Grove Parks
showed that the existing Shady grove parks are currently being used to capacity
thus any additional population would require additional recreation facilities.
Ballfield permits for spring 2003 show the regulation size fields at Blueberry Hill
were permitted over capacity. Redland Local Park, which has only a youth size
soccer field, was permitted nearly to capacity. Additionally the year 2000 Park
User Survey of Biueberry Hill Local Park showed a 160 % increase in use since
1995. There were an average of 79 people counted at the park at each visit in
2000 (.Redland Local Park was not surveyed.)

The proposed Jeremiah Local Park in the Shady Grove Master Plan is well
located to serve the proposed new development. It could provide a playground,
multi-use court and 2 fields within walking distance of the future population. ifa
school is jointly located on the site, they could share parking and some facilities.
A park/school site generally provides more aesthetic and park-like amenities than
a school alone. Approximately 15 acres would be needed for a park/school
unless there is structured parking. A park school site would probably yield a total
of 2 fields.

There are a number of options for providing for local park needs. Because
ballfields require the largest amount of land, they have been used as a basis for
the evaluation of alternatives. The number of additional fields needed ranges
from 3-6 based on a potential dwelling unit range of 5§400-6350. The Plan will
provide 3 new ballfields with Jeremiah Park and the new school on the
Casey/Washington Grove site. As previously mentioned, if a park school is
provided on the County Service Park site (Jeremiah), it is probable that two
ballfields will be provided. If the dwelling units in Shady Grove are determined to
be in the higher range, additional needed fields could be ultimatety be provided

in a variety of ways. 1) From new park development on existing park sites in the
adjacent Rock Creek Planning Area (These include Winters Run Local Park
adjacent to Redland Middle School or the proposed Muncaster Local Park on Rt.
108; 2). Other options are additional active recreation development on Blueberry
Hill Local Park; or 3) Purchase and development of the Casey 6 site. This later
proposal has the impact of additional acquisition costs, but places the facilities
closer to the Shady Grove new development.

Determining Future Recreation Ne

Estimaﬁng exact numbers of ballfields and other recreation facilities needed in
Shady Grove is an extremely difficult task and subject to many future



variables. Although Shady Grove is considered to be within the Gaithersburg
Planning Area, its residents also have access to facilities in Upper Rock Creek
and the Cities of Rockville and Gaithersburg. Need estimates should be
considered as guidelines only and may be revised in the future to accommodate
changes in population projections and field participation rates. Park needs are
determined in the County’s 1998 Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan, which
relies on user surveys and demographic forecasting to estimate future
community and regional parks needs. These recreational needs are addressed in
a policy context that promotes provision of recreational facilities along with
preserving environmental character and historic resources.

The Relationship between Future Recreation Needs for the Shady Grove Area
and the 1998 Park Recreation and Open Space ( PROS) Plan .

The 1998 PROS Plan placed a great deal of emphasis on preservation of natural
areas and provision of trails and connectors and also indicated a significant
deficit of ball fields, basket ball courts and playgrounds in the planning area . The
Shady Grove Sector Plan responded to these needs and proposed several

types of parks to serve these needs. Although there are a few existing parks, the
existing facilities do not meet the current and future need for recreation. The
proposed Shady Grove Plan increases recreation facilities but still relies on
facilities in the adjacent Upper Rock Creek Planning Areas which will have a
surplus of recreation facilities if future park proposals are constructed.

The1998 PROS Plan indicates a year 2010 deficit of 12 ball fields, 5 basketball
courts and 11 playgrounds in the Gaithersburg Area which includes the Shady
Grove sector Area. Additional residential density will generate additional demand
and increase the amount of deficit facilities in the area. Our needs

analysis concentrated on ballfields which are the highest land user of any
recreation facility. Of the total 12 unmet needs for ballfields in Gaithersburg, the
Shady Grove Area' share was estimated to be 1.6 based on a estimated 2010
population of 10,612 used in the PROS Plan. Using the new Shady Grove Sector
Plan proposals, based on a potential dwelling unit range of 5400-6350, staff
estimated that there could potentially be between 3 and 6 additional fields
needed to serve long range needs of Shady Grove residents. The current
Shady Grove Plan field proposals Jeremiah Park ( 2 fields) or a park on Casey 6
(1 field) plus 1 new field at the new Elementary School on the Casey/Washington
Grove Property, would satisfy most, but not all of the park and field demand.
The remaining field needs could be met in Upper Rock Creek. The 1998 PROS
Plan estimated that there were no additional field needs in Upper Rock Creek for
the year 2010, however, the recently approved Upper Rock Creek Master Plan
includes park proposals with the potential for up to 6 additional local park fields to
help serve adjacent areas. These fields would be very close to Shady Grove and
could help serve any remaining unmet needs.




Additional Background Information

in looking at the range of.parks needed , the Shady Grove Plan also uses
information from several different surveys including the 2000 Park User Survey
and the 2003 Park User Satisfaction Survey. Recent survey findings relevant to
Shady Grove found that: '

« local parks have shown the greatest increase in use since 1990, with
demand particularly for ballfields, basketball courts, and playgrounds
both residents and employees use urban parks
walking, hiking, and nature walks are the most common recreational
activities

« students perceived the highest shortages in hiker-biker trails

To respond to these needs the Plan also creates new neighborhood and urban
parks as well as pathways within stream valley parks.




March 9, 2005

Memorandum
To: Marlene Michaelson, Senior Legislative Analyst
From: Karen Kumm Morris, Lead Planner vav\

Shady Grove Sector Plan

Subject: Public Facilities in the Shady Grove Sector Plan

As the PHED Committee explores alternatives to the Planning Board's Draft
Sector Plan’s arrangement of public facilities, it is helpful to visualize the big
picture of each option with illustrations and analysis. Each option must meet -
community facility needs and some options are preferable to others. The needed
public facilities on each option is as follows:

Public facilities needed to serve 5,400 to 6,340 units are:

e A library, minimum of 40,000 sf

One elementary school and part of a new high school (located outside the
planning area)

A community center, minimum 12,000 sf

3 ball fields (adult regulation sized), and several multi-purpose play areas
A neighborhood park

2 urban parks

The location of public facilities is a critical element of the Plan. Public
facilities should be used as principle organizing elements, creating a focus
for community life in each neighborhood. Each option arranges these
facilities in a manner that creates a civic focus, is feasible for the site, and
provides convenience for the community.

Planning Board Draft Plan — 15 acres of public land on CSP (Jeremiah Park)
« Elementary school (junior ball fields) on Casey at Mill Creek
« Library/community center (co-located in one building with structured
parking) on CSP, 5 acres
e Local Park (central civic space includes 2 adult ball fields, multi-age
recreation, seating areas, courts), a minimum 10 acres
(Total public land in County Service Park - 15 acres)
o Local Park with 1 adult field on Casey 6
« 2 urban parks on either side of Metro
1 neighborhood park on Casey at Mill Creek




This is the best option in providing for public facilities. The Planning Board’s
Draft Plan arranges facilities in manner that fits site constraints and achieves
convenience by locating the library and park space within convenient walking
distance to the new community. The new neighborhood proposed for CSP with
its 1,670 to 1,890 units with MPDU bonus need to have park facilities within
waling distance. Since the three needed ball fields cannot be sited within
Casey 6 and Casey at Mill Creek due to environmental constraints, the Planning
Board's Draft Plan locates two of these required fields within the CSP. These
fields serve double duty as valuable civic open space.

Residential development of the CSP (Metro North - EMOC and MCPS Food
Service and Jeremiah Park) achieves 1,670 to 1,890 units with a mix of 32%
single family attached and 68% multi-family units.

Alternative 1 — 13.5 acres of public land on CSP
 Elementary school/community center, (with two ball field) on County
Service Park, a total of 13.5 acres on CSP
» Library on Metro North- WMATA
» Local Park with 1 adult field on Casey 6
o 2 urban parks on either side of Metro
» 1 neighborhood park on Casey at Mill Creek

This option locates the school with structured parking within the CSP and
provides two adult ball fields. A community center is co-located with the
school/park site to provide convenience for after school programs. The CSP
neighborhood is served by the school, a community center and two ball fields
that will serve as civic space when not in use. The library would be provided
adjacent to the Metro station. Casey 6 provides only one adult ball field with
needed parking due to environmental constraints. Casey at Mill Creek would be
developed with housing and not a school. This option functionally works, but

would require the relocation of the CSP and does not substantially improve the
unit mix for more single family attached units within the unit mix of the CSP.

Alternative 2 — 8.5 acres of public land on CSP

e School on Casey at Mill Creek

« Library/community center (co-located in one building with structured
parking) on CSP, § acres

« Local Park (central civic space includes 1 adult ball fields, multi-age
recreation, seating areas, courts), a minimum 3.5 acres
(Total public land in County Service Park - 8.5 acres)

« Local Park with 1 adult field on Casey 6

« 1 adult ball field on School site at Casey at Mill Creek

e 2 urban parks on either side of Metro

1 neighborhood park on Casey at Mill Creek



This option locates the school on Casey at Mill Creek and provides for the
library/community center and park with only one adult field on the CSP. The
other two required ball fields can be achieved with one field on Casey 6 and one
field on the school site at Casey at Mill Creek. To achieve an adult field on the
school site at Casey at Mill Creek will require grading into the hedgerow,
retaining walls and possible grading into the stream valiey buffer. This option is
only acceptable if the provision of the adult sized field does not result in
recreational activity within the stream valley buffer.

The advaritage of this option is that three ball fields are accommodated and the
library/community center and park is still achieved within the CSP at less acreage
than the Planning Board's Draft Plan. Residential development of the CSP
would have more land to provide for single family attached units under this
option. The total number of units would not increase but the mix of units would
change with an increase in single family attached and a decrease in multi-family

units.
Assumptions on the Relocation of the County Service Facility

The Planning Board Draft Plan does not require the relocation of the county
facilities although it strongly recommends it. The options illustrated in this packet
all show the CSP facilities located outside the planning area. In the event that
some of the county facilities are relocated to Casey 6 and 7, as the Plan
supports, the park facilities shown on Casey 6 would not be achieved. Unmet
ball fields in that scenario would need to be met outside the planning area.

Conclusion

Staff supports the Planning Board’s Draft Plan because it meets the recreation
needs of the new community, does not impose an adult sized ball field on the
school site at Casey at Mill Creek and provides the an appropriate amount of
open space within the CSP neighborhood. Given the density and size of the
proposed community on the CSP, open space is critical to creating a desirable
community. The Jeremiah Park neighborhood is the best location to provide this
open space within Jeremiah Park as a transition to the existing Derwood

community.
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Materials originally on ©24-29 are not included in this packet.
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DEPARTMENT OF POLICE
s 5N o)
Douglas M. Duncan J. Thomas Manger
County Executive . March 21, 2005 Chief of Police
Marlene L. Michaeison
Senior Legislative Analyst
Montgomery County Council : )
100 Maryland Avenue 014078
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Ms. Michaelson:

[ bave been informed that the Plasning, Housing and Economic Development Committee
is concluding work sessions on the Shady Grove Sector Plan, which proposes to create an urban.
viliage at the Shady Grove Metro station area. The land-use recommendations contained in the
Draft Sector Plan would add new residences, businesses and community facilities to an area that
is presently industrial. This area is currently located inside the boundaries of the 1®*Police
District (Rockville) and is immediately adjacent to the boundaries of the 6™ Police District
(Montgomery Village/Gaithersburg).

The Montgomery County Police Department has been conducting site selection for a new
6" District Police Station to serve existing and future nceds in the mid-county, including the area
adjacent to the Shady Grove Metro station. We will continue to keep the County Council and
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission apprised of our plans for police-
service delivery within the Shady Grove Sector Plan.

At this time, T do not want to preclude a future need for increased police presence in this
area where additional population deasity will occur. The Sector Plan identifies a site at Shady
Grove Road and MDD Route 355 for a future Fire-Rescue facility. Although I have not yet had
any formal discussions with thé Fire Department, this location could also be an ideal site for a
co-located future satellite police facility.

Should you have any questions or comments regarding this matter, please contact
Assistant Chief Bill O’ Toole at (240) 773-5200. Thank You.-

Sincer?x, |

, |
1. Thomas Manget
Chief of Police

Office of the Chief of Police )
2350 Reseocch Boulevard - Rockville, Maryland 20850-3294 + 240/773-5000. TTY 3017762-7619
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SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
January 5, 2005
The Honorable Thomas Perez 012837
President

Montgomery County Council
100 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Mr. Perez:

The Montgomery County Planning Board has approved the Shady Grove Sector Plan
envisioning high density residential housing abutting the existing Solid Waste Transfer Station
complex. The Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) has some compelling concerns if the
Sector Plan is implemented as approved by the Planning Board.

The Transfer Station and Recycling Center play fundamental roles in the County’s
overall Solid Waste Management Plan and have been at their current location for more than 20
years. Developing high density residential housing adjacent to the Transfer Station will
invariably lead to public complaints and appeals to relocate the facility. Relocating the Transfer
Station is not an option in terms of cost, traffic and logistics. Other factors to consider when
visualizing high density residential housing bordering the Transfer Station include:

e The Transfer Station operates seven days a week and its permit mandates that all
solid waste be containerized and removed from the facility before it begins
operations the following morning. Although the facility generally finishes this
laborious task in the late evening hours, the permit allows the facility to operate 24
hours daily if required.

o Approximately six months of every year the Transfer Station receives substantial
quantities of yard trim. The Transfer Station can become quite odorous during the
peak season (spring) when yard trim may be five or six days old when it arrives at the
facility. Although the County is in negotiations with the Washington Suburban
Sanitary Commission to purchase some land on Gude Drive to use for a yard trim
receiving and processing facility before shipping it out for recycling, the sale has not
been finalized. If the sale goes through, the land will require some site modifications
before it can be used for this purpose.

o Historically, people tend to complain when an industrial operation is located next to
residential housing. The Transfer Station can be a source of dust, noise and litter
from vehicles and general operations.

101 Monroe Street * Rockville, Maryland 20850-2589 - 240/777-6400



The Honorable Thomas Perez
January 5, 2005
Page Two

[n summary, SWAC does not support the Planning Board’s Shady Grove Sector Plan to
build residential housing adjacent to the Transfer Station in Derwood, Maryland. However, if
the Plan is approved as submitted, SWAC recommends that a buffer zone with a sufficienit
barrier of trees be introduced between the Transfer Station industrial site and the proposed
residential housing to minimize any future animosity towards the Transfer Station.

We hope you will incorporate our recommendation to include a buffer zone into the
approved Shady Grove Sector Plan. Please feel free to contact SWAC if you have any questions
concerning this recommendation.

Sincerely, '
Denise F. Hawkins
Chair

cc: Arthur Holmes, Jr., Director, DPWT
Arthur G. Balmer, Chief, DSWS
Aron Trombka, Legislative Analyst, MCC
Marlene Michaelson, MCC
MCC PHED Committee Members



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

‘Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Arthur Holmes, Jr.
County Executive Director

ME MORANDUM
February 1, 2005

TO: ~ Aron Trombka, Legislative Analyst
Montgomery County Council

FROM: Peter Karasik, Program Manager F }/\
DPWT/Division of Solid Waste Services

SUBJECT: WSSC Property

Per the request of the Planning, Housing and Economic Development
(PHED) Committee, please find attached figures showing the mothballed WSSC
treatment plant and associated property that DPWT/DSWS would like to purchase at 700
E. Gude Drive. Please let me know if you would like additional information.

PRK:pk/trombkal2005.doc
Attachments
cC: Arthur G. Balmer, Chief, DPWT/DSWS
Robert T. Willson, Section Chief, Solid Waste Operations, DPWT/DSWS
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Division of Solid Waste Services

16101 Frederick Road * Derwood, Maryland 2085 5-2223 + 301/840-2370, FAX 301/840-2385
www.montgomerycountymd.gov/solidwaste
Located at the intersection of Route 355 and Shady Grove Road @

@ Printed on recycled and recyclable paper




' Transfer Station and Related Ancillary Facilities - No. 500550

Category Solid Waste-Sanitation Date Last Modified May 13, 2004
Agency Public Works & Transportation Previous POF Page Number NONE
Planning Area Rockville Required Adequate Pubtic Facility NO
Relocation im
ecston mact Mo EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000) ... .. _
ST T TFhw ;T Est. § Total : : . Beyong
_Cost Element Total . FY03 FYO4 | 6Years | FYOS_ i FY0s | FY07 , FY08 | FY08 . _FY10 } 6Years |
Planning, Design T T . ' i ; ; ; —
and Supervision 1,668 ol -0 ?__v‘lgsﬂs_l____sy {788 . 2_23[_ __5. 04 o o
Land 13250 0 6 7 73250 3250 0: olT 776 0. _ 0 ol
Site improvements ' | ] I : t I
and Utiites | 540 0 _ 0 8403  0i 50, [ R SN | AN § U NN
}.gtﬁhz‘s_"_“d_i‘)ﬂ i smes T 09 b7es 0 i 4208 1557, O 0, 0. ¢
er ! K : 1 1 . - : <.
Vol onzsl 07 0 ATzt T3eai 5516 T ivEE._ 00 0 o 3
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000) __
SohdWaste T T T I T ; ; : ; : : : —=—
Disposal Fund r11,223 0] 0 i 11223 3.921[ 5516 17886 0. _ . ol ol el
o ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000) ~  _ __ . -
{Maintenance ~ T T T LT e 00 0F 0. 19 19 (1
[Energy : SRR U S .8l S D X 04 6i .. 8 0
[Program-Stafl — 1 " L { 2881 07 _ 0 of %1 9% o
i Program-Other | i bt 474 0 0: 0 R 249§ 249 | 0
. Offset Revenue ! . i 191 0 _ 0. 0. __ . -26] <26t 8!
[‘Net impact i 1 L 1031} 0] o . 0i T3 4 Y
DESCRIPTION

This project consists of the assessment of the effectiveness of current and future operations at the Transfer Stalion Complex and at the Beauty Spots, and the
planning. design. and implementation of improvements to facilities. The County needs to ptan and prepare the necessary infrastructure fo maintain fundamental
waste management services. The planning phase will resull in recommendations to: (1) modify the cureent transfer station facility to minimize large collection
vehicles from conflicting with smatier vehicles being driven and unloaded by residents and businesses: (2) increase the efficiency of operations; and (3} reduce
frequent queuing of vehicles onto Shady Grove Road. This effort will include the evaluation of altemative sites for centain discrele sofid wasie operalions and review
of potential improvements to the Beauty Spots. The second and third phases of the project will consist of the design and implementation of these improvements.
Service Area ‘

Countywide ‘

JUSTIFICATION ‘ .

{n FY03. the Transfer Station handled 680,000 tons of MSW, and additionally processed 57,500 tons of yard waste and 14,500 tons of muich. The growth in County
population, the increases in the percentage of County-generated waste that stays in the County and is disposed of at County facililies, the incréasas in the aymber
and size of businesses. and the coesponding increases in the numbers of collection vehicles serving these businesses dropping off refuse and racyciables all
contribute to significant impacts on the efficient and effective operation of County waste fadiliies. Over the past several years, the County added pragrams 1o the
Transfer Station site to improve customer service, recydling opportunities. and address State requirements. i.e.. yard waste was tanned from _disposal facifiies.
When the Transfer Station opened over 20 years ago. it just handled waste for disposal. Presently, in addition to handling waste for disposal, the Transfer Station
provides an extensive drop-off area for recycling and a yard waste drop-off and processing area.

There is also a need to'assess altemative site(s) for the potential refocation of discrete waste management functions currently crowding existing facilities. Acquiring
and developing new site(s) will provide relief to existing facilities, provide prompt service to residents and businesses using the site, and create room for growth in
demand for services.

Plans and Studies .

A review of impacts to pedestrians, bicycles, and ADA requirements {Americans with Disabilities Act of 1991) will be performed and addressed by this project. Traffic
signals, streetlights, crosswalks, bus stops. ADA ramps, bikeways, and other pertinent issues will be considered in the design of the project to easure pedestrian
safety.

FISCAL NOTE

The expenditure schedule is subject to change pending further study of project costs. The County Council will consider additional appropriation after project costs are
refined and it approves an updated Solid Waste Management Plan.

"APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION

EXPENDITURE DATA WSSC
Date First Appropriation FY05 (3000
Initial Cost Estimate 11,220 || Special Capital Projects Legislation was approved
First Cost Estimate \ May 27. 2004 (Bill No. 12-04)

Current Scope | FY0S 11,223
Last FY's Cost Estimate! 0
Present Cost Estimate 11,223

Appropriation Request | FYO05 671
Appropriation Request Est. _ FY06
Supplemental
Appropriation Request FY04
Transfer :

~Tnecouneil Nas NOT fken

oYy \fﬂ iS\chive achon onthe
eAOOIION encept What is
Wigntighved guoove -

|
Cumulative Appropriation
Expenditures/ '
Encumbrances ‘
Unencumbered Balance

|
Partial Closeout Thhu FY02
New Partial Closeout FY03
Tota! Partial Closeout
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June 7, 2005
Memorandum

To:

From:

Marlene Michaelson, Legislative Analyst
Karen Kumm Morris, Lead Planner
Shady Grove Sector Plan

Subjects: Item 1: The Partnership Prcposal

Item 2: Redefining the Vision for Properties east of the CSX Tracks

Item 1: Partnership Proposal

The proposal recommends the following:

Shift 340 housing units from three Metro West properties located north of King
Farm Boulevard to Casey 7 with th: provision that these units also could be
transferred to Metro North and Jeremiah Park (the County Service Park).

Shift 447 jobs from properties along Shady Grove Road on to the three Metro
West properties (Reed Car dealerstip, Public Storage and Midway Shopping
Center) resulting in a commercial density of .75 FAR. (See the Partnership’s
Final Density Modifications Table for specific properties)

Includes 340 jobs from Robert’s Oxygen that were previously not counted in the
Jobs calculations on the Planning Fioard’s Draft Plan.

Staff Analysis of Proposal

Maintains existing jobs/housing balance of the Plan. Overall, it results in
approximately 1.7 JH within the rezoned properties, and a 1.4 JH within the
Shady Grove Policy area. This meets the County’s policy to achieve a balance of
1.6 JH. The TPR policy was to achieve a 1.4 JH ratio within the Shady Grove
Policy Area. -

Achieves a .75 FAR for three Metro West properties that in time will provide
sufficient development incentive for these businesses to redevelop.

Moves 447 jobs from Shady Grove: Road closer to Metro, thus lowering jobs
along the Technology Corridor but achieving closer transit proximity for these
jobs. This is desirable for transportation reasons.

Maintains a commitment to no more than 2,240 housing units for the combined
properties of Casey 6, Casey 7 and the County Service Park. This commitment
remains within the school capacity constraints of the Plan.

Proposed transfer of 340 housing units from Casey 7 to Metro North and Jeremiah
Park cannot be approved because density cannot be transferred between these
zone proposed these properties. '

If the PHED Committee wishes to pursue a job and housing shift, this proposal

shifts jobs closer to the Metro station, reduces jobs at the edges of the Plan closer to the
existing community, and does not create 2. school capacity problem. Technology jobs




along Shady Grove Road are reduced. Proposed Plan text amendments clarify the
commitments to the total housing units.

The proposed transfer of density from Casey 7 to Metro North and Jeremiah Park
cannot be approved because it involves zones that do not have transfer provisions. The
key is to remain within the school capacity that allows up to 2,240 units on the three
properties, Casey 6 Casey 7 and the County Service Park. Allocating density among
these properties must be done in a2 way that each property can develop independently or
be part of a joint development. All scenarios cannot exceed 2,240 units. To achieve this,
the following language is recommended:

e In no case shall the total residential units for all three properties exceed 2,240
units in order to stay within the school capacity ceiling of the Plan.

o' If all three properties, Casey 6, Casey 7 and the County Service Park are
submitted as a joint development, the overall housing density distributed among
the three properties can be up to 2,240 units. Under this scenario, the maximum
amount of density on Casey 6 shall be 130 units and on Casey 7, the maximum
amount of residential shall be 340 units.

e Within the first two years after the adoption of the Plan, consistent with the
Staging recommendations, if these three properties, Casey 6, Casey 7 and the
County Service Park are not jointly developed, the residential density for sach
property under optional zoning is as follows: The County Service Park may have
up to 1,900 residential units. Casey 7 may have up to 210 residential units under
aPD 13 zone. Casey 6 may have up to 130 units.

e After the two years adoption of the Plan consistent with the Staging, the
residential density for each property under optional zoning is as follows: The
County Service Park may have up to 1,770 residential units. Casey 7 may have
up to 340 residential units under a PD 18 zone. Casey 6 may have up to 130
units under the I-3 housing option, but in no event shall all properties combined
exceed 2,240 units.

Item 2: Redefining the Vision for Technology Properties East of the CSX Tracks

. The PHED Committee’s recommendations to include the Department of Liquor
into Metro North and rezone it with the TOMX zone slightly alters the Plan’s Vision in
this area east of the CSX tracks and north of Shady Grove Road. There should be some
reconsideration of the Vision since Casey 7 no longer really is connected to the proposed
Technology Corridor as originally envisioned. The Plan originally called for Casey 7 to
be part of the Technology Corridor and Robert’s Oxygen and Casey 6 to be Light
Industrial. (See page 10 of the Plan).

~ ThePlan’s Vision might be reconsidered collectively for Casey 7, Casey 6 and
Robert’s Oxygen, properties that are east of the CSX tracks, north of Shady Grove Road
add west of Crabbs Branch Way. The proposed land use character for these properties is




a mixture of office, research and development, parks and housing. The level of density is
low reflecting the transitional proximity to nearby residents.

The Vision for this area could be reciefined as being part of the proposed Buffer
Area. (See attached illustration). The mix of uses and the low level of density and
recommended building heights are not unlike the land use characteristics found in the
proposed Buffer Area. Another option would be to redefine these three properties as a
separate distinct area, call Upper Mill Creek Mixed Use Area. Staff suggests that there
is greater logic to expand the Buffer Area to include these properties than to create a
separate, distinct new area within the Plan.

fAmichaelson\l plan\i mstrpin\shady grove\planning staff recommiendations on shifi in density.doc
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June 8, 2005

Memorandum

To: Marlene Michaelson, Legislative Analyst

From: Karen Kumm Morris, Lead Planner
Shady Grove Sector Plan

Subject: ICC Maintenance Facility Needs

Recently, staff was informed by the Maryland Transportation Authority (MdTA) that
they needed to locate a small maintenance facility in the Shady Grove Sector Plan
vicinity to provide roadway maintenance for the Intercounty Connector. The program
includes one salt dome, a fuel station, park:ng and driveway aisles and a MdTA police
substation. This program will require approximately 3 acres.

Several sites are under consideration including Casey 7 along Shady Grove Road. Staff
informed them of the competing County interests on Casey 7 and suggested several other
locations. It is important that the Sector Plan recognizes this potential State facility and
suggests sites that it may accommodate their needs while not creating unacceptable
impacts upon the Plan.

Staff recommends the following language to be added to the discussion of the Casey
Properties (Vacant Sites 6 and 7).

e Encourage any ICC maintenance facilities to be located on property that does not
reduce relocation opportunities for the County Service Park. Casey 6 and 7 are
not preferred sites given the County’s interest in locating County Services on
these properties. If Casey 6 or 7 are the only feasible locations for the ICC’s
maintenance facility, state facilities should be integrated with County facilities to
maximize efficiency of layout and avoid separate and duplicating facilities.
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OFFICES OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE

Douglas M. Duncan : Bruce Romer
County Executive Chief Administrative Officer

MEMORANDUM

September 28, 2004

TO: | Steven Silverman, President
Montgomery County Council

FROM: Lisa W. Rother, Planning Manager#e‘\&
' Planning Implementation Section

SUBJECT: Report on Capital Projects Implementing the Final Draft Shady Grove Master
Plan

~ Pursuant to the Regional District Act, I am forwarding to you a list of capital costs
associated with the Final Draft Shady Grove Master Plan. These costs were provided by the
Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT), Libraries, and Fire and Rescue. The
accompanying table shows all of the recommendations in the Final Draft Plan that would require
capital projects for implementation. '

The costs presented in this analysis are order of magnitude estimates and reflect
only capital costs of construction. Some line items. are labeléd not applicable (N/A) if it is
anticipated that private funding may be part of the projects that are built under the Optional
Method of Development.

It you or your staff have any questions about this analysis, please contact me at
240-777-2593. The Executive Branch staff will be available to discuss these estimates during

the County Council’s worksessions on the plan.

S

LWR:jgs |
cc‘:/M/arlené Michaelson, County Council Staff

AttachmentT

OM M u‘,x\ ) »
Planning Implementation Section ‘

100 Maryland Avenue, 4th Floor * Rockville, Maryland 20850 ¢ 240/777-2590, FAX 240/777-2594
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early in the planning process as is possible so that once fina! densities are determined,

relocation agreements can be formalized

P Transportation

The Executive believes that the Plan should include a full discussion of the
Intercounty Connector and Midcounty Highway Extended, which is not currently
included. In addition, the Executive recommends that planning for potential widening of
major roads and intersection improvements at four major congested intersections
identified in the Plan should be included. These are the intersections of Route 355 with

Redland Road and the Shady Grove Road intersections with Crabbs Branch Way, Mid
County Highway, and Route 355.

With regard to transit, the Executive supports a new Metrorail station near
the Montgomery College Rockville Campus, and also recommends deleting the 50 foot
easement on the west side of the CSX tracks north of the Metrorail station. We further
recommend that the Sector Plan should be flexible in its recommendations related to the
mode that will be implemented for the Corridor Cities Transitway and to the location of
the maintenance yard for the facility. While the Plan recommends that the yard be
located outside the sector plan area, staging of the CCT may dictate that a yard is
located in the Shady Grove area if the first phase of the project does not reach

Metropolitan Grove. The Plan should also stress the need for sufficient bus bays for

both RideOn and Metrobus at the Shady Grove station.

The County Executive recommends a review of the proposed staging
mechanisms to determine if more appropriate measures than solely the implementation
and operation of a Transportation Management District (TMD) should be considered.
The Plan seems to recommend that no development may occur until the TMD is created,

which severely stymies implementatidn of the Plan for a process that is not guaranteed to

happen.




DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert J. Genetti, Jr., P.E.

County Executive

Director

MEMORANDUM

August 3, 2004

TO: " Lisa Rother, Planning and Implementation Section, County Executive
VIA: Edgar Gonzalez, Director’s Office
FROM: Gary Erenrich, Director’s Office

SUBJECT: Comments on Shady Grove Sector Plan Public Hearing Draft

DPWT has reviewed the December 2003 Shady Grove Sector Plan Public Hearing Draft and
provides our comments for your consideration. Our comments are similar to the
Department’s comments on the Staff Draft Transportation Chapter submitted to M-NCPPC
staff in early October. M-NCPPC staff has not responded to our comments or incorporated
them into the Public Hearing Draft.

We have several overarching comments related to the assumptions used in the development of
the Sector Plan. First of all, there are no alternative land uses presented that retain and
support the programmed capital improvements to EMOC and Ride On that could still
accommodate significant residential and commercial development to improve the job-to-
housing balance objective. One land use option that retains the DPWT functions could move
some of development to the WMATA property on the west side of the station. Specifically,
the WMATA property on the west side of the station has the highest potential for dense
residential and commercial development that could support the construction of parking 7
garages and would be compatible with WMATA’s joint development program. The proposed
use in the Public Hearing Draft of this portion of WMATA property does not have sufficient
density to achieve WMATA’s joint development goal and proposes a 1.5 acre Town Center
park on the most desirable development parcel next to the Metrorail Station.

The second general comment relates to the absence of detailed plan language supporting both
the Intercounty Connector (ICC) and the Midcounty Highway Extension. The ICC may bethe
most significant transportation improvement in the County and should be explicitly addressed
in the land use and general plans section. The Midcounty Highway Extension is also a major
transportation improvement that 1s not mentioned in the Public Hearing Draft and should be
covered in the transportation section. -

The third general comment questions the policy to restrict or limit industrial uses in the sector
plan area in favor of residential. While we aggee that there is a need to improve on the

Office oTthe Director
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housing-to-jobs balance in the [-270 corridor, we are also aware of the lack of alternative
industrial land with rail access in the County. The sector plan should evaluate the tradeoffs of
not preserving industrial land with rail access to the benefits of increasing housing. We
believe that the noise of major highways, an active rail line, and WMATA shops and yard are
not easily compatible with residential uses and outdoor recreational activities. The burden of”
noise mitigation should rest with the new land uses. The use of parking garages and
landscaping treatments are not effective for noise mitigation.

The transportation chapter is written from a predominately highway point of view examining
traffic issues and roadway congestion. There is another valid perspective that includes the
concept of accessibility and mobility versus predominately considering traffic. Under this
accessibility and mobility perspective, movement of people, goods, and services are included
as well as the more traditional traffic congestion and community preservation. The Chapter
does discuss pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and local vs. through movement, however, we
recommend that goods movement and truck loading operations be examined as well. There
should be some discussion of freight rail operations in the corridor serving local industrial
uses as well as MARC commuter rail operations. There should also have a reference to the

. State and WMATA goal of doubling ridership in the next twenty years and how the
development around Shady Grove Station and the Master Plan relates to the accomplishment

of these worthwhile goals.

The transportation chapter has several omissions and assumptions that are stated as
recommendations, but need to be placed in the context of the larger regional policy issues.
First is the assumption of increasing transit service within five mile radius of the Metro
station. While DPWT believes an argument can be made for additional transit service to
Shady Grove Metrorail station, each route and service levels are examined with respect to
countywide service standards and must compete for the available funding. DPWT can not
agree to a general statement of increasing transit service without the service meeting transit
service criteria. A second area in need of further clarification is the recommendation to
implement the Corridor Cities Transitway as a light rail transit system. The Sector Plan
should be flexible to accommodate both the BRT and the LRT mode decision. The Sector
Plan should identify Master Plan issues for both the BRT and the LRT including identifying
the potential site for the LRT maintenance facility and stress the need for sufficient bus bays
for both Ride On and Metrobus. Ride On provides the majority of bus service to Shady Grove
and would be the operator of additional local bus service. A third assumption is that linking a
transportation management district and opening a transit store will alone achieve a commuter
mode share milestone to permit development to occur. Commuter Services has been working
to establish a transportation management district for years without success and linking
development to this accomplishment is unrealistic.

Transit Recommendations
Increasing the transit mode share is an important goal for the Sector Plan. However, the 35%

transit ridership goal is too ambitious and is only met today for commuting in Silver Spring.
The current Shady Grove Metrostation Policy Area only has a 17% transit mode share for
commuting and the Sector Plan would more than double this figure for both commuting and
for all trip purposes. For information, Bethesda only has a 23% transit mode share for




commuting and Grosvenor has a 22%. The 35% mode share is unrealistic considering the
good examples of Bethesda and Grosvenor. The Sector Plan should recognize the goal of
35% mode share is a stretch and reexamine the roadway analysis implications with a more
realistic modal share.

The Department disagrees with the assumption that commuter parking at Shady Grove must
be capped at the present 6,000 spaces. This assumption is counter to our experience with the
opening of the new Shady Grove Garage and other parking utilization in the 1-270 Corridor.
Transit can not double without additional suburban parking spaces serving the [-270 Corridor.
Joint development can work well with parking garages with office and residential units above
commuter parking. We state once again that the assumptions about the Corridor Cities
Transitway will determine whether additional parking at Shady Grove is necessary.

The Sector Plan should not recommend the WMATA Flexcar program of other specific
operations. WMATA currently permits a rental car operation at Shady Grove and it is
WMATA'’s business policy and not a Sector Plan to determine whether these services should
be permitted. Also the Sector Plan recommends an increase in park-and-ride lots outside of
the Sector Plan area while the Sector Plan should only focuses on land use activities within its

boundary.

A LRT maintenance facility should be identified in the Sector Plan even though it is not a
preferred use in the Plan.

The Department is opposed to continuing the fifty foot transit easement on the west side of the
CSX right-of —way because the continuation of transit service away from Shady Grove will be
along the Corridor Cities Transitway alignment and not along the CSX corridor. MARC
service recommendations do not belong in the Sector Plan.

Transportation Management District recommendations are supportive of increasing transit
mode and carpooling, but should not be identified in the Sector Plan, again, these are
operational and physical issues.

Bus service improvements will have to meet County standards as well as improvements to bus
stops and bus shelters. The County is pursuing a program to improve bus stops dependent
upon sufficient funding. As previously mentioned, Ride On can not commit to increasing
local bus service within five miles of Shady Grove without detailed study and analysis and a
determination if the routes meet County standards.

The Department strongly opposes moving the Route 355 bus stop at Shady Grove Road
further north. This is a heavily used bus stop, close to the ridership generators, and in the

safest location given the -370 ramps. Moving the bus stop further north will encourage mid-

block pedestrian crossings of a busy street and creates an unsafe condition.

The reference to exploring the feasibility of Route 355 transit improvements should either be
deleted or made as a specific proposal that can be analyzed and evaluated.



Bicycle and Pedestrian System Recommendations

The Department has a series of comments on the bicycle and pedestrian section of the
Chapter. The bicycle and pedestrian recommendations should be written as a separate section
instead on a subsection under Transit Recommendations.

Specific comments include:

Other

We do not support the proposed asphalt paths on open section roads because of
maintenance longevity and pedestrian safety. We do not have the right-of-way to
place the sidewalk on the property side of the drainage swale and therefore must install
it on the shoulder. The asphalt sidewalk could be mistaken for part of the road which
creates safety issues.

Needwood Road is a proposed Class 1 bike path on the south side of the Sector Plan
and should be moved to the north side of Needwood Road.

A sidewalk should be shown on the west side of Shady Grove Road.

The sidewalk on the north side of Crabbs Branch Way should be shown as an existing
bikepath.

A sidewalk should be shown as continuing east on the north side of West Gude Drive.
‘Consider a sidewalk on Baederwood Lane.

Consider a sidewalk for the south side of Indianola Way across MD 355 and also on
the other end of Grinola Drive

Consider a sidewalk and bikeway on Oakmont Avenue.

Recommend a continuance of a bikepath on existing I-370 right-of-way.

Recommend a continuous on-road bikeway on Redland Road.

A Gude Drive Class 1 path exists on the south side. Is the plan recommending a
second bike path on the north side?

Consider a bikeway to connect roads B-10 and B-11.

Consider adding a bike station in conjunction with the transit store at the Station with
showers and lockers, bike rentals, water fountain, meeting room, small retail area, and
administrative space.

On the cross-sections for the two proposed Main Streets, there are supposed to be bike
paths, or bike facilities, although only sidewalks are mentioned.

comments include:

Kiss-and-ride facilities should be provided on both sides of the Metrorail Station and
not just on the east side.

More empbhasis should be placed on integrating the Metrorail and the CCT and
possibly MARC at the station. The section does not have any design details of how
this area can be integrated.

For the local street network, we recommend less detail into the network of local streets
to permit development plans to consider the street grid system. Also it is not clear
why the local streets are being designed to a business or commercial street standard
instead of a residential street standard.

Parking policies are noted in the Sector Plan and the Department recommends deleting
these policies in the Sector Plan.




DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC: WORKS

DPWT ‘
Douglas M. Duncan . AND TRANSPORTATION ‘ DIRECTOR'S OFRGERaaL.C oyt
County Executive MEMORANDUM Acting Director
September 22, 2004
TO:
FROM:
SUBECT: Zview Comments on the Planning Board Draft of the

Shady Grove Sector Plan

Division of Operations has completed its review of the Planning Board Draft of

the proposed Shady Cirove Sector Plan and offers the following comments for consideration.

1.

We did not receive a DRAFT DPWT review comments memoranduwm as part of the package
from Gary Erenrich. These comments may or may not be compatible with those from other
DPWT Divisions/Sections.

We support the recommendation on page 64 to creat¢ a Transportation Management District”
before new development can be approved” in this Sector Plan area.

While we support trip reductions through transit mcentives, we canniot support the comunents
on page 72 regarding intersection modifications to achieve levels of service (. . . tnp
mitigation measures should be the first priority to reduce trips. Widening intersections
should be considered as a last resort.”). These strategies should be balanced and equally
considered.

As delineated on the “Proposed Roadway Network™ graphic on page 70, there are a number
of primary residential/local collector and arterial roadways within this Sector Plan area; they -
can be expected to carry important volumes of through traffic — particularly in the area close:
to the Metro Station. Trip mitigation measures are only applicable to the nearby residential
and commercial sites; they do not reduce through traffic volumes. It may be acceptable to
allow the Critical Lane Volumes in this Sector Plan to be commensurate with those in other
Metro-policy areas or Central Business Districts of the County. However, when those
volumes are exceeded, intersection widening measures will be needed to facilitate the
movement of through traffic. Our latest tli{{lm% movement counts for the Crabbs Branch -

* Tl *
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Gary R. Erennch
September 22, 2004
Page 2

Way intersections with Redland Road and East Gude Drive indicate AM/PM levels of
service of F/F and F/C, respectively, at these intersections — reinforcing the need for
widening at these locations.

4. This document proposes the installation of extensive streetscaping amenities, closely spaced
intersections, and modified intersection treatments - in an effort to create a pedestnan-
friendly environment. The details of these improvements have not been determined at this
time (page 79 of the document refers to a sepatate Shady Grove Streetscape Plan). DPWT
should reserve the right to review and comment when that document is published — with the
caveat that we can amend any problematic proposals as necessary at the implementation

stage.

5. It is not clear who will maintain the proposed streetscaping amenities. Page 79, admittedly,
includes the statement: “Maintain streetscape improvements through public/private
partnerships.” However, Page 17 includes a different statement that may send a
contradictory message: “This Plan recommends . . . requiring an urban service district to
maintain and manage common facilities.”

To date, DPWT has been allowing developers to construct and maintain urban style
streetscaping amenities - in locatious outside the cstablished Urban Districts — provided they
executed and recorded a Maintenance and Liability Agreement. The number of these
agreements will continue to increase in the future, which may lead to operational problems
and potential litigation for the County. (Similar to the reccommendation on page 64 to create
a TMD before approving any new development in this area), we recommend this document
be amended to recommend the establishment of an Urban District for the maintenance of the
proposed streetscaping amenities before approving it as a condition of any new development
in this area.

6. There are a number of comments throughout the document recommending the installation of
traffic circles to help reduce cut-through traffic. Traffic circles are intended to improve
waffic operations at an intersection and/or calm traffic on the mainline roadway. They serve

no purpose in reducing cut-through traffic.

Our residential access restrictions program which is administered under Executive
Regulation No. 17-94AM (“Through Volume Access Restrictions in Residential Areas”) 1s
the mechanism for communities to request relief from non-local, cut-through traffic. The
DPWT comments should also note that (under the Executive Regulation) non-local, cut-
through traffic are vehicles that are tagged, (i.¢., registered to residences) more than % mile
away from the traffic shed.
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7.

Pages 74-75 propose several streets to be «Commercial Business District Street” with 2 60
foot right-of-way. The nomenclature should be consistent with DPWT Standard No. MC-
214.02: “Commercial/Industrial Road.”

This staﬁdard was developed for usc on short, low-volume, low-speed roads in CBD or
industrial areas. We recommend the recommendations for “B-7" (Street “D”) be modified to
reflect our (70 foot right-of-way/40 foot pavement) Standard No. MC-21 4.03 (which is

~ proposed for other streets in this Sector Plan).

10.

11

Page 71 recommends increasing the rights-of-way and reconstructing portions of Redland
Road and Crabbs Branch Way as divided roadways. In the case of Redland Road (between
MD 355 and Crabbs Branch Way), the existing bndge over the CSX/Metro tracks will need
to be widened to implement this recommendation — an expensive modification with
questionable benefit.

This page also recommends sllowing on-street parking on Crabbs Branch Way during off-
peak hours. This issue is an operational matter and not appropriate for a planning document.
Such a proposal will require a traffic study before it can be implemented.

Page 72 includes recommendations for the local street network to design intersections with “.
. . pedestrian-friendly characteristics such as minimal comer radii, raised pedestrian
crosswalks, and special crosswalk pavement.” We object to this language and believe that
intersection improvements should be handled on a case-by-case basis. Curb radii should be
determined in concert with the proposed travel lanes, on-street parking, and expected large-
size vehicle usage. Raised crosswalks are not appropriate at intersections unless there is a
need for traffic calming in an area with high pedestrian volumes; they are not allowed on
arterial roadways. Only synthetic-based asphalt compounds (such as “Imprint”) have been
approved for use as special crosswalk pavements — following a traffic study that confirmed
the nced for a crosswalk at that location.

Page 80 proposes the construction of an underground pedestrian underpass under Crabbs
Branch Way at Shady Grove Road. This intersection is already signalized and provides a
satisfactory mechanism for pedestrian crossings. The proposed underpass will be expensive
to construct and maintain, could be a magnet for unlawful activities, and may be under-
utilized by intended users. We recommend remova) of this recommended facility unless it is
the result of a study that includes cost benefit analysis.

The Overhead Utilities section on Page 80 proposes 2 controversial conditions: “Requiring
development within the Metro Neighborhoeds to underground utilitics along new and
existing roadways, especially along major toadways with existing overbead utilities. Placing



Gary R. Erennch
September 22, 2004
Page 4

existing overhead utilities underground in areas outside the Metro Neighborhoods will be
considered on a case-by-case basis.”

Only underground utility installations are allowed on new roadways. However, current
DPWT policy docs not allow us to require developers to underground existing overhead
utilities along existing roadways. We believe such a condition can only be required by the
Planning Board — as a condition of their approval of a subdivision plan.

Thauk you for the opportunity to provide these review comments. If you have
any questions or comments regarding this memorandum, please contact either Greg Leck
240-777-2197.

ARR/GML/je:Masubdivision\ysmidocs\Blue Tickets\050456, TEOS comments on PB DRAFT of Shady Grovc Sector Plan

cc: David Adams
Greg Leck




Redland Rd from Crabbs Branch Way to Needwood Rd -- No. 500010

Category Transportation Date Last Modified - January 3, 2004
Agency Public Works & Transportation Previous POF Page Number 7-51(04 App)
Planning Area Gaithersburg Vicinity Required Adequate Public Facility NO
Relocation Impact  None. EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000) ;
I T[T TThu Est. Tofal . - Beyond
Cost Element Total FYO03 FY04 6 Years FYO05 FY06 FYQ7 Fyos FY09 FY10 6 Years
Planming, Design T “ i -
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[NetTmpact : o T 15 U ) 1) |3 9 B (1]
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for reconstruction of a segment of Rediand Road induding the intersections with Crabbs Branch Way and Needwood Road for congestion
mitigation. Anticipated improvements include: widening a portion of Redland Road from Crabbs Branch Way to Needwood Road, canstruction of additionat
tuming lanes, instaliation of traffic improvement devices, storm drain modifications as needed. and an 8 mixed use bike path/sidewalk (Class 1) The bike path
will be tocated within the project limits on the north side of Rediand Road and the east side of Needwood Road.

Service Area

Gaithersburg vicinity.

Capacity )

AM level of service (LOS) of the Crabbs Branch Way intersection will be improved from D to C. and PM LOS from F to B. AM LOS of the Needwood Road
intersection will be improved from F to C and PM LOS from E to B.

JUSTIFICATION ‘

Studies conducted by DPWT Traffic Engineering and Operations Section _and Parking Operations Section and comprehensive consuftant studies indicate

significant congestion in this roadway segment. In addition to the improved level of service, the project will reduce the operafional problems at these

intersections. The addition of the bike path will provide access to the Shady Grove Metro Station. ) ]

Pilans and Studies :
Accident and congestion studies and a review of impacts to pedestrians, bicycles and the requirements of the ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act of 1991) are

being performed and addressed by this project, traffic signals, streetlights, crosswalks, bus stops. sidewalk ramps, bikeways, and other perlinent issues are
being considered in the design of the project to ensure pedestrian safety.

Cost Change

Increase due to scope change to include work on the dam requested by DEP and higher utitlity refocation costs.

STATUS

Preliminary design stage

OTHER

Redesign of proposed Redtand Road and Crabbs Branch Way improvements included a new traffic study and preparation of contract documents; deletion of the

reversible lane and on-road bike lanes: the addition of a fifth lane at the Rediand/Needwood intersection; addition of the off-road bike path; shift of the proposed

Redland Road afignment and reconfiguration of lanes: deletion of the retaining walls at the dam; addition of embankment (o the south side of the dam; changes

in land acquisition and utility impacts. The project scope was changed in July 2003. ’

FISCAL NOTE

Development Approval Payments (DAP) collected through FYS9 have been programmed in this projact. DEP will provide $150,000 in imergovernmental funding:
for work on the Crabbs Branch stormwater management pond dam.
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Shady Grove Access Bike Path -- No. 500600

Category Transportation Date Last Modified January 6, 2005

Agency Public Works & Transportation Previous PDF Page Number NONE

Planning Area Shady Grove Vicinity Required Adequale Public Facility NO
location Impa e.

Relocation (mpact  Hon o EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000) .. L
- e s Tt T Tha Remain. Total T Beyond |
CostElement | _ Totat | _ FYo4 | FY04 1 6Years - FYO05 £Y06 FYor | FY08 FY09 | _FY10__j 6Years
Planning, Design ) ’ )

‘and Supervision _ | ___ 7311 9 20 78 I A 513 100
tand | .18l 0 o . el .0 SO 100
Site Improvements
and Utilties | 1046} ol o | .04l o .0 0
 Constructon | 818l . 0.0 4 —eis| .0 0 400
Other L et T e 600
o 1T EmeT T e L AT SN N 71 R ) W 11 L R

FUNDING SCHEDU_LE {$000 .

(Entancement | 13571 S 1,357 0 264 00 193] 0 ) )
—":{— l~ o1 0 '.ﬁ.{""'.’:_T_W—_:{:::ff L:Q.L'.}ZSE]:T.LTJTT T9zy '.“f.'_:'.b_j—""' H ‘ _fﬁ
ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000) _ . mmmeme o oo
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DESCRIPTION

This project provides 8 new
4,700 feet); a bikeway ramp
crossing on the WMATA Metro Access Road; and a Metro access
WMATA Shady Grove Metrorail SGtation.

Service Area

Shady Grove/Derwood

JUSTIFICATION
access to the WMATA Shady Grove Metrorail Station and a connection to the sidewalk/bikeway network in the

There is a need to provide a safe pedestrian/biker
vicinity, incluging the existing and proposed sidewalks/bikeways on Shady Grove Road, Crabbs Branch Way, Redland Road, Needwood Road, Midcounly Highway
and future InterCounty Connector (ICC). Approximately ten existing communilies within two miles of the project site will benefit from this project for daily commutes.

Plans and Studies s
The M-NCPPC recognizes the need for this project and includes the proposed bikeways in this project in the Shady Grove Sector Plan Planning Board Drafi, dated

July 2004. A review of impacls 10 pedestrians, bicycles and ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act of 1991) is being performed and addressed by this project. Traffic
in the design of the project 1o ensure

signals, streetlights. crosswalks, bus stops, sidewalk ramps, bikeways, and other perlinent issues are being considered
pedestrian safety. This project is a part of the County Executive's Go Montgomery! program.

Cost Change

Not applicable

STATUS

Preliminary design stage

OTHER

The project scope and schedule are new for FY06. The costs for the preliminary engineering up to 35% design

FISCAL NOTE
This project will be a candidate for Federal Transportation Enhancement Program funds which are allocated to the State and will not proceed without this

Enhancement funding.

10-foot wide bike path from Shady Grove Road to Redland Road along the east side of the WMATA Metro Access Road {approximately
from the new bike path to an existing bikeway on Crabbs Branch Way (approximately 500 feet); a signalized al-grade pedestrian/bikeway
pikeway connection (approximately 200 feet) to provide access from the new bike path to the

are covered in the Annual Bikeway Program project.
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January 12, 2005

Via Hand Delivery
President Thomas Perez

and Members
Montgomery County Council
Stella B. Wemer Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue, 6th Floor
Rockville, MD 20850

RE: Shady Grove Sector Plan, Location of Corridor Cities Transitway (“CCT”)
Maintenance Shop and Storage Yard (“CCT Facility”)

Dear President Perez and Councilmembers:

This letter and attachments are submitted to supplement a portion of the oral and
written testimony presented to the Council on behalf of Eastern Diversified Properties,
Inc. (“EDP”) at the Council’s November 4, 2004 Shady Grove Sector Plan (“Plan”)
public hearing. Therein, EDP endorsed the position of the Planning Board and its Staff to
locate the CCT Facility outside of the Plan area (See: July 2004 Planning Board Draft
Plan at pages 14 and 61).

While EDP continues to oppose locating the CCT Facility within the area of the
Plan, particularly on privately owned land, its principle opposition is to any proposal to
locate the CCT Facility on EDP’s Nissan Dealership Property and/or 355 Toyota

Property.

EDP’s Nissan Property contains 5.07+ acres, is identified as Parcel “S” Derwood
Subdivision, and is situated just west of the CSX tracks with frontage along Indianola
Drive and additional access onto Paramount Drive. The 355 Toyota Property contains
5.6+ acres, is identified as Parcel “O” Derwood Subdivision, and is situated between MD
Route 355 and the Nissan Property, directly across from the King Farm. The Nissan
dealership lies within the County and the boundaries of the Shady Grove Plan, obtained
stte plan approval from the Planning Board, and opened as an automobile sales and
service facility in July 2004. 355 Toyota lies within the City of Rockville (abutting, but
outside of the Shady Grove Plan boundarv). obtained special exception and use permit

11921 Rockvitle Pike, Rockville, Maryland cvooe-. /43 ¢ Tel: (301) 230-5200 » Fax: (301) 230-2891
Washingron, D.C. Office: (202) 872-0400 * Greenbelt, Maryland Office: (301) 699-9883 » Tysons Corner, Virginia Office: (703) 684-5200
E-mail: fawfirm@srgpe.com ¢ Internet: www.shulmanrogers.com ¢ TDD: (301) 230-6570



%{;AN President Thomas Perez and Members

GANDAL January 12, 2005

PORDE
approvals from the City, and opened as an automobile sales and service facility in
Summer 2002. -

A tax map identifying the location of the two dealerships is attached as
Attachment “A”, an aerial photograph showing existing improvements on both properties
(taken from the rooftop of the 355 Toyota showroom building) is attached as Attachment
“B”, and an illustration superimposing the dealership improvements and adjoining
proposed Metro South Neighborhood as depicted at page 43 of the Plan onto an aerial
photograph of the surrounding area is attached as Attachment “C”.

EDP’s properties are among numerous properties (including, among others,
properties within Shady Grove and Metropolitan Grove) identified by the State as
potential locations for the CCT Facility. For any or all of the following reasons, EDP
unequivocally opposes locating the CCT Facility on either or both of its properties:

1. Both the 355 Toyota and Nissan properties are fully developed and are
being operated as automobile sales and service dealerships. (See, Attachment “B”)

2. The combined 10.7+ acres between the two EDP properties is insufficient
to meet the 15 acres desired for the CCT Facility or to allow for any future expansion
thereof. Thus, additional acreage would have to be acquired (including a proposed public
park) to meet the minimum requirements for the CCT Facility.

3. The existing Toyota and Nissan dealerships could not likely be relocated
within their franchise service areas, thus causing them to be closed and over 300 total
employees to lose their jobs should EDP’s properties be taken for the CCT Facility.

4. The State has identified numerous other properties in Metropolitan Grove
and elsewhere in Shady Grove that are far more suitable for the CCT Facility.

5. During an October 4, 2004 MDOT Road Show presentation, Maryland
Transportation Secretary, Robert Flanagan, advised the Montgomery County Delegation -
that Metropolitan Grove appears to be the ideal location for the CCT Facility.

6. . Included among the Metropolitan Grove properties earmarked by the State
are two properties expressly identified in the recently adopted City of Gaithersburg
Master Plan as appropriate locations for the CCT Facility. These properties are separated
from each other by the CSX tracks and are situated between Metropolitan Grove Road
and Quince Orchard Road just west of its intersection with I-270. These sites could be
used either individually or in combination for the CCT Facility. They could also be used
for the CCT Facility in combination with their existing public uses. A tax map
identifying the location of these two properties is attached as Attachment “D”. A
synopsis of the recently adopted Gaithersburg Plan language acknowledging these
properties as future CCT Facility sites is attached as Attachment “B”. The Metropolitan
Grove properties identified in the Gaithersburg Plan are as follows:
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a) The County’s 10+ acre Police Abandoned Auto Storage Lot (Parcel
P435). -

b) The State’s 17.97+ acre Truck Maintenance and Materials Distribution
Center (Parcel P564).

7. Neither the Montgomery County Planning Board nor its Staff have
recommended EDP’s properties (or any other Shady Grove area properties) as potential
locations for the CCT Facility in the Draft Shady Grove Sector Plan that is being
considered by the County Council. The Draft Plan expressly states:

“Support locating the CCT maintenance yard and shop outside
the Shady Grove planning area at a location to be determined.”
(Draft Plan at p. 61, and reiterated as a Plan Transportation
Policy at p. 14)

8. The Draft Shady Grove Sector Plan recommends future mid- to high-
density, residential mixed use development adjacent to the EDP properties to the west
and north, including a public park and a promenade extending to the Shady Grove Metro
Station. (See, Attachment “C”) The proposed CCT Facility would be incompatible with
and would intrude upon these future neighboring uses as well as with the existing King
Farm apartment buildings situated directly across MD Route 355 from the 355 Toyota

property.

9. It would be counterproductive to try to relocate the County Service Park to
accommodate future development within Shady Grove, while simultaneously using
- EDP’s 10.7+ developed acres plus an additional 4.3+ acres in Shady Grove to house the
proposed CCT Facility.

10.  The existing WMATA Maintenance Yard is proposed to remain at its
current location, thus making it excessive to locate a second maintenance yard within a
1,-mile radius of the high density Smart Growth Shady Grove Metro Station.

11.  Should the mode of transportation ultimately selected for the Corridor
Cities Transitway be bus, rather than light rail transit, the CCT Facility could be located
anywhere accessible by roads, rather than in proximity to the railroad tracks.

12. EDP’s owners previously had an automobile dealership condemned for
construction of the Glenmont Metro Station parking garage in Wheaton, thus making it
patently inequitable to consider imposing an even greater public burden on them again.

In sum, EDP’s 355 Toyota and Nissan properties are inappropriate locations for
the CCT Facility. Other locations identified by the State can better serve as sites for the
CCT Facility at comparatively nominal cost to the public. Accordingly, EDP requests
that the Council endorse the Planning Board and Planning Staff’s recommendation not to
locate the CCT Facility within the Shady Grove Planning area. Finally, if for some
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overarching reason, the CCT Facility should have to be located within Shady Grove, for
all of the aforementioned reasons, we ask the Council to expressly oppose placing it on
EDP’s dealership properties.

Very truly yours,
Shulman Rogers Gandal Pordy & Ecker, P.A.

AN
G

Vi
LiAry A. Go
Attorneys a Diversified Properties, Inc.

Attachments-

cc: Mr. Phil Andrews

Mr. Howard A. Denis
Ms. Nancy Floreen
Mr. Mike Knapp
Mr. George Leventhal
Ms. Marilyn J. Praisner
Mr. Steve Silverman
Mr. Michael L. Subin

v Mr. Glenn Orlin
Mr. Dan Noell
Mr. Hamid Fallahi
Lawrence A. Shulman, Esquire

G:\128\Darcars\Paramount - Transit Yard\Perez and Council 1 12 05.doc
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EXCERPTS FROM CITY OF GAITHERSBURG 2003 MASTER PLAN,
SPECIAL STUDY AREA 7: CASEY-METROPOLITAN GROVE ROAD
PORTION OF LAND USE PLAN (APRIL 6, 2004)

1. Pages 118 —119:

“The parcels owned by Montgomery County (P435) and City of Gaithersburg
(P138, P404) contain a covenant that limits development to a public use. The covenant
_states that that parcels are to be used solely for a public use approved by the Board of
Public Works of Maryland. This covenant is recorded in Montgomery County Land
Records, Liber 5765 and Folio 508.”

2. Pages 124-125:

“As part of the CCT, there may be a need to provide a Transit Rail Yard at the
Casey-Metropolitan Grove Study Area. If the Transit Rail Yard is to be located within
the Casey-Metropolitan Grove Study Area, a plan must be reviewed and approved by the
Mayor and City Council and Planning Commission as part of the SDP process. The City
has proposed two alternative locations for the Transit Rail Yard as follows:

: . Alternative 1: The Montgomery County abandoned auto storage lot located north
of and parallel to the CSX right-of-way and east of Metropolitan Road extended. .. .

Alternative 2: The State of Maryland truck maintenance and anti-skid materials

distribution facility located south of and parallel to the CSX right-of-way and east of
Metropolitan Road extended. ...”

ATTACHMENT "E"
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Arthur Holmes, Jr.

County Executive Director

MEMORANDUM

February 16, 2005

TO: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development Committee
Montgomery County Council

FROM: Sandra L. Brecher, Administrator &Y/
Commuter Services Section

SUBJECT: Residential TDM Programs

At the PHED Committee worksession of February 3rd on the Shady Grove
Sector Plan, the committee asked that Commuter Services provide a summary of Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) measures the County is currently using for residential projects and
the success of those efforts here or in other areas. This memorandum is in response to that
request.

A. TDM Services Available for Residential Developments

As discussed at the earlier worksession, Commuter Services has not focused
intensively on providing or evaluating residentially-based programs, since most of the mode share
objectives for TDM programs in the County are employment-based and our approach has been
targeted to the business community. However, many of the services marketed to the
employer/employee community are available to — and appropriate for — the residential
community, and we have done a certain amount of outreach to inform residents about those
services. In addition, when requested and within the constraints of staff time available, our
TMDs and other outreach staff can conduct transportation fairs or other events at multi-family
residential complexes.

Services available to residential developments include:
e Transit information and route mapping (for all forms of transit in the region)
¢ Car/van pool matching, information on pool parking, and other pool-related assistance
* Information on free Park & Ride lots, and discounted parking for pools
» Bike route maps and other information to promote bike commuting
e Smart-commute mortgage information, to help people buy homes near transit
¢  Guaranteed Ride Home information

e Telework information WA
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e Alternative work schedules — free assistance in setting up flex time, compressed work
week, or job sharing programs

e Car Sharing information

e Accessible transportation for mobility-impaired residents

e Transit subsidies and tax credits available through employers

B. Residential TDM Efforts in North Bethesda TMD

Among the four existing TMDs, North Bethesda TMD alone has a mode share goal for
residential development. That goal is for new residential projects to achieve a non-auto driver
mode share during the peak hour of 30%. Residential development projects in the North
Bethesda TMD have been generally required, under the terms of their approval by the Planning
Board, to negotiate a Traffic Mitigation Agreement (TMAg). In that agreement, the developer
commits to undertake certain strategies to assist in achieving the TMD’s 30% residential mode
share goal.

This type of agreement is sometimes referred to as a “soft” agreement, in that it does not
commit the developer to achieve any specific mode share objective for their development.
Rather, it commits them to cooperate with the TMD in the efforts to achieve the TMD goal.

A summary of strategies undertaken by residential projects in the North Bethesda TMD is
included in Attachment A. Assessments of “success” with these projects’ efforts are just
beginning to be undertaken. The TMD recently developed a survey instrument to be used for
residential projects which will be administered to residents for the first time this spring.

C. Residential TDM Promotion Elsewhere in the County

1. General Qutreach to the Residential Community

In all four TMDs, and throughout the County, we conduct outreach and marketing to
residents as well as employees through displays, information tables and other forms of
participation at community events. Hundreds of residents are reached at these events with
brochures and other materials on our services. Those of particular interest to residents include
car/van pool matching, transit route maps and schedules, Guaranteed Ride Home information,
and transit benefit information to pass along to their employers. Examples of major events at
which we conduct this type of outreach include:

e Bethesda — Taste of Bethesda (30,000+ attendance), and the Literary Festival (8,000)
Silver Spring — Silver Spring Swings (Summer Concert Series) (1,000-+);
Friendship Heights — Concerts at Friendship Heights Village Center
Wheaton — Wheaton Sparkles (July 4*), Summer Concert Series

In addition to attendance at these types of events, we conduct many other forms of
outreach which targets the residential as well as business communities, including the following:
e Direct mail to residential and business addressees
o For example, we recently marketed our revised “Park & Ride Lot Guide,” and
our “Getting There” brochure to residents
e Media-based marketing campaigns which target the residential as well as business
communities
e Advertising placed in local media (including newspapers, radio, cable TV,
community newsletters)



e Related placements on media web sites
e Commuter Services recently redesigned our web site:
(www.montgomerycountymd.gov/commute).

o We have conducted direct mail and media advertising specifically to let both
residents and businesses know about that web site and the wide range of
information available there.

e Unpaid forms of outreach and marketing are sought as well

o Participate whenever possible in interviews and public forums

o Assist reporters in covering stories which include discussions of our programs

and services

o Participate in meetings of community groups, residentially-based civic
organizations, Chambers of Commerce and other business organizations, non-
profit associations (e.g., Society for Human Resource Management) and a variety
of other types of meetings and events where we have the opportunity to get our
message out to both the business and residential communities.

It is important to note that all of the outreach and marketing activities discussed here are
separate from those conducted by Ride On under its own marketing programs.

2. Development-Based Residential TDM Efforts in County:

There are several examples of residential developments other than in North Bethesda
which have implemented formal TDM programs. In some cases, those programs have been
required under Traffic Mitigation Agreements for mixed-use developments in TMDs which
included residential components. In a few cases within TMDs, residential developments have
signed voluntary agreements to promote the use of transit and other commute options at their
developments.

In other cases a residential development was planned for an area outside any TMD which
had no remaining traffic capacity. The developer opted to mitigate the project’s impact in order to
proceed, and was required to negotiate a TMAg to make that commitment binding. Sometimes
these residential developments contributed to extension of bus service to a previously-unserved

area, or committed funds to increase the frequency of existing service or to market existing service.

In a recent townhouse development a different approach was used, and a program was undertaken
to buy-down the cost of bus passes. A brief summary of two of these approaches is provided
below.

New England Development. In the Friendship Heights TMD, the TMAg for the New
England Development mixed-use project at the Hecht Company site includes provisions for
participation by the residential development in TDM efforts.

Provisions which apply specifically to the residential component include:
e Distributing TMD “Welcome Packets” to new residents
e Encouraging participation in the Annual Commuter Survey
e Encouraging the developer of the residential building to wire the building to
promote telecommuting
¢ Providing space for periodic transit and alternative commute promotions
e Providing permanent display space in active areas of the complex
e Reserving parking spaces for car-sharing vehicles in the garage




Maple Ridge Townhouse Development. This development is located outside a TMD, in
the Fairland/White Oak Policy Area. Because there was insufficient traffic capacity to
accommodate the proposed 59 unit townhouse development, the applicant was permitted to
mitigate the project’s impact as a Full-Cost Developer Participation development under the
FY2003 AGP Staging Ceiling Flexibility provisions.

The key provisions of this program are highlighted below:

e Transit fare buy-down program to offset 49 peak hour trips
Program recently initiated and is being actively marketed

e Participants required to sign an affidavit confirming they will use the transit
passes for peak hour travel and that they are new transit users

e Program being administered by nationally-recognized commuter benefits firm,
WageWorks, Inc.

e Developer required to get a certain number of trips toward goal by reducing trips
generated by nearby residential development before commencing construction
Developer will reserve a certain number of passes for on-site participants
Program Term: 12 years.

Program Cost: Maximum $352,110, including cost of bus passes, administrative
costs, and advertising

D. Examples of Residential-Based TDM Programs Elsewhere
1. Arlington County, Virginia

Arlington County has a very active employer outreach program, conducted primarily
through their contractor, Arlington Transportation Partners (ATP). Recently they implemented a
new program targeting residential communities. As with Montgomery County’s residential
programs, many of the programs available are, in essence, the same as those directed at
employers and employees in the county. The major difference is that this new program targets
marketing of these programs to multi-family residential complexes, primarily through their
apartment leasing/management providers.

The ATP web-site introducing these customized “Community Transportation Programs”™
indicates their key selling points to apartment managers are to “Attract Tenants, Retain Residents,
Distinguish your Community, and Gain Recognition” — in short, to increase the marketability of
their development. There are no “mandates” involved — the program is voluntary. ATP offers to
help the apartment complex create a customized Community Transportation Program by
providing; the following kinds of assistance:

| e  Work with a Community Transportation Coordinator appointed as the

‘ contact person for that residential complex
Survey tenants to better understand their needs
Distribute transit information, Guaranteed Ride Home information, etc.
Stock an information display ot table in the lobby
Provide transportation-related articles for the complex’s newsletter
Help design a transit web page for the complex
Arrange a visit by their Mobile Commuter Store to sell transit fare media
Work with them to devise a Community Transportation Plan (using selected
strategies — see below)
e Additional “community-specific transportation initiatives may qualify for

partial funding from the county.”



o One of these initiatives can provide money from the County to waive
car-sharing application fees for residents
o Another such initiative can be providing bus passes

One key component of the ATP Residential Services program is that they provide
tangible rewards to incentivize the Community Transportation Coordinator to work with them to
promote commute options. ATP staff work with the Coordinator to select the strategies that will
comprise the Community Transportation Plan for that complex. (These plans are similar to the
Traffic Mitigation Plans required of Montgomery County employers under Bill 32-02.)
Coordinators eamn points for each strategy the complex adopts as part of its plan, with certain
strategies worth more points than others. These points can be used under ATP’s “My Rewards”
program. This program, which is also available to Transportation Coordinators at employment
sites, provides gift cards as “rewards” to the Coordinators on a quarterly basis. Coordinators can
earn up to $50 per quarter in gift cards at retailers such as Barnes & Noble, Best Buy, and
Blockbuster. A summary of the types of strategies and the points they are worth is included as
Attachment B.

2. Fairfax County, Virginia

Fairfax County also has a voluntary, residentially-based outreach program, one that is
very similar to the one in Arlington County. Known as the Fairfax County Community
Residential Services Program, they partner with multi-family complexes, developers, and civic
associations to create Community Transportation Programs, which promote use of mass transit,
car/van pools, and other commute options. The program is too new to have yet measured
success.

Services provided under Fairfax County’s residential program include:

e Assessment - including establishing a contact person and determining
available transportation options
Residential Transportation Analysis — to determine residents’ needs
Planning and implementation
Information dissemination
On-Going Support — follow-up surveys, marketing, and technical support

3. Other Programs

Within the time constraints available, a limited amount of research on residentially-based
TDM programs was conducted. Many areas have residentially-based programs. Programs in
some areas — often those with less employment — have programs which are almost exclusively
residentially-based. Findings indicate these programs generally follow the same basic format as
those discussed above, using similar strategies. No programs using vastly different approaches to
residential TDM were found. There was no data readily available measuring the success of these
various programs.

E. Creative Approaches

Two programs which use slightly different techniques from those described above do
exist in this area. Though they are not “residentially-based” in the classic sense, they deserve
mention as creative ways of reaching out to commuters.




Nu-Ride — This program provides a way for commuters to car- ot vanpool without an
ongoing commitment, and to derive tangible benefits from doing so. Using a web-based
registration and ride-request systern, they match participants with rides. Both drivers and riders
earn points they can accumulate to convert into “rewards” in the form of gift cards to major
national merchants. This program is similar to the “My Rewards” program operated by Arlington
Transportation Partners described above — except instead of giving rewards to on-site
coordinators, it offers rewards to those who are actually using the commute options. The
program is operating in Loudoun County, Virginia, and in the New York/Long

Island/Connecticut area.

A representative of NuRide indicated their marketing and outreach thus far has been
exclusively focused on major employers and multi-tenanted office buildings, where it is easier to
communicate with large numbers of the target market. To date they have not focused on
residential developments. He noted concerns regarding the greater difficulty in finding a
consistent contact point and other challenges of marketing and communication at the residential
level, but would be open to exploring such an approach. More information is available at
www.nuride.com.

Bridge Bucks — This program was created to address a special need during reconstruction
of the Wilson Bridge. The program provides $50 per month toward the cost of transit or vanpool
fares to commuters using the Wilson Bridge who switch from driving alone to an alternative
mode for their commute. They are running an intensive marketing campaign entitled “Mission
Possible — Keep You Moving” to draw the attention of drive-alone commuters. The benefit is
available to the first 1,000 qualified enrollees (500 in Maryland, 500 in Virginia). More
information is available at www.wilsonbridge.com.

F. Issues for Residentially-Based TDM Programs

There are a number of issues which should be addressed in considering how to structure a
major residentialiy-based TDM effort for the Shady Grove area. It would be advisable for those
involved in operating these types of programs to have the opportunity to participate in discussions
regarding these issues before decisions are made which will impact the success of such programs.
Some issues which will need to be addressed include:

e Assumptions need to be clarified regarding determination of mode share for residential
projects ‘

o Programs should be able to take into consideration residents who are
telecommuting/working from home, people using flex time, etc.

o Types of trips to be taken into account should be considered. Are we just
concerned about the people living in the residential project who go to work
during the peak hour? What about people traveling during peak hour to take kids
to school, do errands, or go to the health club?

o If we are focused on the peak hour, does moving trips out of the peak hour help

: achieve the mode share goal?
e Measurement techniques for achievement of mode share need to be addressed

o Do we rely on surveys (and what type), Census data, Census updates?

o Are there monitoring techniques that can help us determine what is really
happening? Are there privacy concerns with regard to some monitoring
approaches? (e.g., use of SmarTrip cards)




Duration (“term”) of programs and developer agreements nceds to be addressed.
o Some programs currently run for 12 or 15 years. What happens when they
terminate?
o Other programs run in perpetuity. When developers are involved, they become
concerned about costs for such programs.
o How do obligations of the developer get translated to condominium associations?
Incentives for participation, and for performance. What can be built into the program
structure — for developers, for building managers, for residents?
Enforcement mechanisms and security instruments need to be considered
Issues related to phased developments — at what point do certain requirements kick in,
how does monitoring and enforcement relate to phasing; are interim
goals appropriate?
Varying types of residential projects may require varying types of programs, incentives
for participation, etc.
o Working with the developer/owner or manager of a 300 unit rental apartment
complex is different from working with a 300 unit condominium complex
Funding mechanisms, and related equity questions. Are developers going to be asked to
fund programs and services? Are these costs going to be passed on to residents? Will the
effect be that residents choosing to live in these TDM-friendly areas are “penalized” by
higher fees, taxes, etc. — while those opting to live in less TDM-friendly suburban areas
who commute via single occupant vehicle (creating congestion and air pollution) do so
without financial penalty.

It also should be recognized there are differences between marketing TDM programs at

employment sites and marketing them at residential sites. Some of these differences include:

CC:

Communication mechanisms. Generally it is more difficult to communicate with
residents than with employees. There are usually not the broadcast mechanisms (e.g.,
email, voice mail, office distribution) available in office settings. Some residential
complexes have newsletters, but they may not be widely read. Usually only a handful of
residents are active in tenant, condo, or civic associations.

Timing of OQutreach Efforts. On-site marketing for residential-based programs must be
done in evenings or on weekends when residents are most likely to be at home.
However, these are also times when they may be less receptive to these messages.
Lack of existing financial incentive programs. Existing financial benefits, including
transit subsidies and tax credits, are available only to employer-based programs, under
current tax law.

Carolyn Biggins
Peggy Schwartz

SACmtrSves\TMD\ResTDMPrgms.doc




Attachment A

Summadry of Residential Project TDM Strategies
North Bethesda TMD
February 15, 2005

General Observations — Most of the approvals for residential projects located the in North
Bethesda TMD have consisted of a requirement to assist in achieving the TMD’s mode share
objectives. The resulting Traffic Mitigation Agreements (TMAgs) have required so-called “soft”
TDM measures, consisting mostly of cooperating with the TMD and assisting in certain elernents
of the marketing and outreach effort. Some projects (such as White Flint Place) have been fairly
active in distributing information (including new tenant “Welcome” packets, maintaining small
displays, etc.). Others have been less active.

Turn-over is relatively high among managers, and particularly among those who are given
responsibility as “transportation coordinators” for implementing these programs, which creates
problems for continuity of effort — and even basic understanding of the responsibilities. While
most agreements include a provision that the development or management entity is responsible
for notifying the TMD and/or County regarding any changes in transportation coordinators, this
seldom occurs without prompting from the TMD. Asa result of frequent turn-over among
coordinators and other members of the management team at these projects it is often difficult to
monitor exactly what is occurring within the projects.

North Bethesda Residential Project Summaries
1. Jefferson Villa/Windsor Villa (TMAg)

Development: 261 Multi-family dwelling units
Developer: JPI Development

Goal: 30% non auto-driver

Strategies:

e Proximity to Metro

o Designate transportation coordinator

e Pay TMD fee (This is the only NBTMD project that received a Use & Occupancy Permit
béfore fee legislation expired.)

¢ Annual report

. D?stribute information

e Ifabove strategies don’t achieve goal, could be obligated to implement other TDM
strategies including transit subsidies, additional Emergency Ride Home programs, and
additional duties for transportation coordinator — but not obligated to spend more that
$60,000 per year.

Security: TMAg specifically states no security instrument required.

Term: In pemewity



Results: Most recent survey 55% to 58% using public transportation - based on a simple survey
they did themselves.

2. Avalon Bay (Rock Spring Park) (TMAg)
Development: 390 garden apartments

Goal: Assist efforts to reach area-wide goal. .
That goal is cited in signed agreement as 39%, Non-Auto Driver Mode Share (even though this is
a residential project)

Strategies:
e Assist efforts to reach area-wide goals

Designate transportation coordinator
Cooperate with TMD

Provide displays

Do survey

Work with employers in Rock Spring Park
Provide taxi access

Provide bike parking

Term: In perpetuity

Results: Anticipate doing survey this spring at same general time as employment survey.

3. White Flint Place/The Gallery at White Flint Place (TMAg)

Development: 500+ Multi-family dwelling units

Developer: Donohoe Companies

Originally a mixed-use project with a 10-story office component and two 16-story residential
towers. Residential component has been built and applicant has approval (we believe) to change
office component to residential. Original TMAg addressed both office and residential
components of project. TMAg needs to be amended to reflect change in project.

Goals: Assist efforts to reach area-wide goals — 39% non-auto driver for non-residential and 30%
non auto-driver for residential

Strategies:

Distribute information

Designate transportation coordinator
Participate in TMO

Do survey

Distribute welcome packets

Annual report

Sell discounted transit passes
Promote GRH/ERH




10

e Provide carpool /vanpool spaces
¢ Encourage flextime and telecommuting
e Pay any share-a ride or transportation management fees that may be required.

Term: In jperpetuity

Results: Anticipate doing survey this spring at same general time as employment survey

4. Grosvenor Village/Avalon at Grosvenor Station

(Note: This is not a TMAg, but a Site Plan Enforcement Agreement that includes language

requiring TDM programs and activities.)

Development:
Developer: Potomac Investment Properties

Goal: Assist efforts to reach area-wide goal — specific percentage not cited in agreement.

Strategies:

Pay TMD fee

Designate transportation coordinator

Provide display

Promotions

Distribute Welcome Packets

Install bike racks

Buildings to be wired to support telecommuting
Do survey

Results: Anticipate doing survey this spring at same general time as employment survey

SACmtrSves\TMD\ResTDMPrgms.doc
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Attachment B

RLINGTON
RANSPORYATION
ARTNERS

pmmuter Benelits . .
ograms for Employers Community Transportation Levels

brvices for Residential , N .
bmmunities Gain recognition for all of the ways you enhance and improve your Username:

SO ATP Works With You residents’ knowledge of and access to transportation options. As

fransportation Levels you decide which Community Transportation Programs you will Password:
My Rewards Program implement, Arlington Transportation Partners (ATP) will work with

fransportation Survey you to develop a customized Community Transportation Plan. The

Zvents & Promotions . . .

nformation Display four levels of Community Transportation Plans, Bronze, Silver,

Viobile Commuter Store Gold, and Platinum, are explained below.

Visits

ansportation Benefits for [N TONEN
bsidentio] Communities

COORDINATOR'S ROLE: Serve as your community's liaison
with ATP and distribute transportation information to residents.

Bronze Level programs include:

o Using our free service, conduct a Community Transportation
Survey. (2 My Rewards points)

o Attend a FREE, ATP-sponsored community transportation
workshop or seminar. (5 My Rewards points)

« Participate in an ATP focus group. (8 My Rewards points)

e Post transportation information in your newsletter, on a
central bulletin board or on your website. (1 My Rewards
point)

¢ Include transportation information in new resident packets (2
My Rewards points)

e Make SmarTrip cards available for purchase in your lobby or
teasing office. (2 My Rewards points)

+ Recognize residents who use public transportation three or
more times a week.

Silver

COORDINATOR'S ROLE: In addition to Bronze level
responsibilities, conduct regular promotional efforts to
encourage various commute programs.

Silver Level programs include:

o Install a permanent display case in a central area and keep it
stocked with commuter information. (3 My Rewards points)

e Host an on-site transportation event for residents. ATP staff
is available to participate in a residential event or make a
presentation to employees or management. (3 My Rewards
points)

e Provide preferred parking spaces for carpools and vanpoois.

y://www.commuterpage.com/atp/res-levels.cfm 7 7 211472005
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(3 My_Rewards points)

o Provide a parking spot for a Fiex Car or Zip Car. (2 My
Rewards points)

« Provide SmarTrip cards free of charge to new residents (5
My Rewards points)

« Schedule regular Mobile Commuter Store visits to your
complex (5 My Rewards points)

« Designate a slug area where riders can meet for informal
carpools (1 My Rewards point)

o Post site-specific transit information on your website (1 My
Rewards point)

« With the help of ATP, create a customized transportation
Web page for your community (5 My Rewards points)

« Work with ATP to obtain free bus ride coupons for your
residents (2 My Rewards points)

e Provide on-site ridematching (5 My Rewards points)

Goid

COORDINATOR'S ROLE: In addition to Silver level responsibilities,
develop one of the following types of programs to provide a

' significant incentive for your residents to switch to different
transportation methods.

Gold Level programs include:

» Install bicycle racks or storage cages to encourage bicycle
commuting. (2 My Rewards points)

o Provide a shuttie to local transit stations or shopping areas.
(15 My Rewards points)

o Supplement the regional Guaranteed Ride Home program
with an additional community-sponsored service. (5 My
Rewards points)

» Offer free or reduced-price parking for carpools and vanpools
where a fee previously existed. (5 My Rewards points)

o Start community-sponsored or subsidized vanpools. (10 My
Rewards points)

» Implement a comprehensive Ozone Action Days program. (5
My Rewards points)

« Join with local businesses to provide incentives or prizes for
residents who improve their commuting method (5 My
Rewards points)

o Hold a bike-to-work day for yaur residents (10 My Rewards
points)

o Wire your building for high speed internet to promote
telecommuting from home (3 My Rewards points)

« Adopt a bus stop (15 My Rewards points)

o With the heip of ATP, create a customized printed brochure
specific to your community. (5 My Rewards points)

« Extend a transit route (20 My Rewards points)

" Platinum

~ COORDINATOR'S ROLE: Coordinate a comprehensive commuter
' program involving Bronze, Silver and Gold-level activities, and
implement additional Gold-levei programs.

Community Transportation Plan Sign-up Form

®

} )://www.commuterpagp.com/atp/res—levels.cfm 2/14{2005
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Ready to select a plan? if so, simply download our Community
Transportation Plan signup form (in PDF format), fill it out, and mail
or fax it to ATP.

If you are interested in creating a plan, but aren't sure

which programs would be the best for your community's needs, just
contact us and we'll work with you to select the plan that's right for
your organization and residents.

ATP Home

Search Adington County VA Home Privacy Policy

Srlington Transportation Partners is & member of.

™

ARLINGTON | #3LINGTON CCUNTY
VIRGINIA COMMUTER SERVIZES

p://www.commuterpage.com/atp/res-levels.cfm 2/14/2005
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16 November 2004

Detailed Comments on the Draft Shady Grove Sector Plan
Pamela Lindstrom

Overall, [ support the development in the sector plan and many of the specific design and implementation
features. However, there are details that need work. This memo proposes changes in many of the bulleted
sections that specify how to implement various objectives. These changes carry out several themes:

- The plan must reassure residents that that facilities will be adequate, that the few most valued facilities
will be provided, and the threat to Blueberry Park is removed.

- The plan must appear strong and consistent enough to implement the vision of a pedestrian-oriented
town center. It must restrict increase in traffic and provide the facilities necessary to increase transit,
pedestrian and bicycle access to and within the center.

Page 32, General Design Guidelines ,

L0th bullet. Rewrite: Design buildings or blocks of buildings around open courtyards. Parking should be
built underground, below or within the buildings. Explore building a ground floor parking deck that
extends beneath the courtyard as well as the building. The courtyard should be vegetated and provide
open space and/or recreation for residents. Visibility of parking garages from the street should be avoided.

New bullet: Work with retailers to provide shops and services needed by residents and commuters. Locate
shops serving commuters close to the station and parking garages. Consider locating shops in the parking
garages. ‘

Page 49, Land Use and Urban Design Guidelines — MD 355
Add a bullet as number 4: Create a major signed bicycle/pedestrian crossing from King Farm at King
Farm Boulevard, and prominent path to the Metro station.

Page 59. Transportation Objectives

2nd bullet should say ... that emphasize transit and other alternatives to single-occupant cars.” Road
widening is not recommended anywhere in the sector plan area, so should not be listed as a method to
reduce congestion in these objectives.

Page 61 Station Access and Transit Service

First bullet: Allow an increase in Metro parking if it is located on the periphery of the planning area and
accessible only from a major arterial. Parking beyond the current amount must be accompanied by an
agreement for shared parking in the Metro garages.

|
Page 62. TMD
This section sh@uld include a short discussion of transit and non-SOV mode shares in other transit-served
centers — Silver;Spring, Wheaton, Arlington. According to the Dennis Leach study, 38% of residents
commute by transit in the Rosslyn-Ballston corridor, only 41% drive alone to work. Multifamily housing
generates only one car trip per 8 units in the PM peak hour.
2nd bullet, add the following language: The TMD should set an ambitious goal for lowered peak hour car
trip generation, and adopt creative measures for meeting the goal, such-as giving free transit passes to car-
free households, and organizing shared car programs. It should monitor mode shares as development
proceeds.

4th bullet. Settiﬁg parking standards is not the task of the TMD, but is a matter of changing the Zoning
Ordinance. This bullet should address the TMD’s interest in efficient use of the parking garages, so it




benefits people in the Metro neighborhoods, not just commuters. It should say: The TMD should
negotiate and manage shared parking arrangements between WMATA and area residents and businesses.
Last bullet: Provide convenient secure parking, preferably covered, for bicycles.

More bullets i

« Organize shuttle bus services to Shady Grove West, Shady Grove Hospital, Fallsgrove and other points
west of I 270.

« Arrange carpools and vanpools serving employees and Metro riders.

Bus Service

Last bullet. State more directly: Develop and organize Bus Rapid Transit improvements on Rt. 355 to
provide a good altemnative to driving to the station and major centers like Rockville, Montgomery College
and Gaithersburg.

Page 63. Transit Center

4th bullet. Expand and improve pedestrian and bicycle connection between east and west sides...

Add bullet: Improve the efficiency with which buses move between major roads and the Metro station
(or transit center).

Page 65-6. Bikeway map and Classifications

Bikeway number SP 66 is shown on the map but not described in the table. It should extend under the
railroad tracks and connect to B 11. The table should describe clearly a through bikeway and pedestrian
route connecting both sides of the tracks.

Page 67. MD Route 355

First bullet. The Major Highway classification is inappropriate. This segment of Rt 355 should be a
business district road, in keeping with the stated goal of creating an urban boulevard. A new category
“Urban Boulevard” should be defined for major highways where they serve as main streets near Metro
stations or business districts.

Add bullet as number 5: Provide a major bicycle/pedestrian crossing at the Shady Grove Road/Crabbs
Branch intersection until the underpass is completed.

Page 69. Crabbs Branch Way

First bullet. Be more positive about traffic calming. «A traffic circle ... should be provided. Additional
traffic calming measures along Amity Drive should be designed to slow traffic and increase pedestrian
safety.”

Intersections: Keep the language in the draft plan which tells why the document should NOT plan for
widening intersections on major roads. This plan must not state the goal of calm pedestrian-oriented
streets, and at the same time plan to widen intersections that are already wide, intimidating and
dangerous.

Page 73. Parking Supply and Demand

First bullet: CBD parking standards are too high! There are higher parking requirements in Bethesda than
in Rosslyn-Ballston centers, which surely contributes to higher traffic congestion in Bethesda.

4th Bullet: Providing joint use of Metro parking spaces..... for residents and customers.

Page 98. Staging

Before stage 1: Delete the last bullet, at least the first sentence. There must be adequate facilities for ANY
development, including of the county service park.

SCHOOLS must be added to the staging sequence; not only schools in general, but the elementary school
on the Casey Tract in particular. It should be required at the stage where expected students would exceed
capacity. Thus the use of Blueberry Park as a back-up could be eliminated from the plan.



Before stage 2 there should be required progress on improving alternate transportation facilities. Having
these in the staging plan will reassure residents that the bikeways and feeder buses t0 relieve commuting
traffic will be provided. For instance:

. Route 355 bikeway and pedestrian crossing improvements funded.

. Increases in peak period Ride On service funded.
Before stage 3.
Add the following bullets:

«Fund construction of rapid bus improvements on Rt 355, with improved access to and from the Transit
Center.

Third bullet should extend the goals to other alternative modes in addition to transit. It should also be
clear that everyone must meet the mode share goals, not just new development:

« TMD must demonstrate achievement of transit mode share goals and non-auto driver goals for the

sector plan areas.
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May 23, 2004

Derick Berlage

Planning Board Chaurman
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Mr. Berlage,

The Board of Directors of the Park Overlook Home Owners Association (HOA) strongly opposes a number of elements that are
being proposed for the Shady Grove Master Plan. We request that the Planning Board consider the above items and rethink their
inclusion in the Master Plan.

1. Designation of Blueberry Hill Park as a back up site for an elementary school. Please only consider this park a park.
Currently this park is used and enjoyed by numerous sporting groups from through out the area for activities most weekends
and some evenings. If this site is taken for a school it will increase traffic through the community and force bussing of children
who will attend the school as opposed to allowing them to walk to a school within their own development. The board opposes
any wording that would make the park an alternative school site.

Our community loves Blueberry Hill Park and the quiet Park Overlook neighborhood. We have fought hard to keep this very
special piece of beauty preserved. Destroying our park and putting a new school in the middle of our quiet neighborhood is
wrong. The community does not support it, your planners do not support it and your school officials do not support it

2. Remove the bike path connection from Metro into the Park Overlook Community. The community does not want a bike path
into the community nor a bike path connection to Metro and has previously expressed that opinion to Montgomery County
Department of Transportation Planners and to Park and Planning via letters to Dan Hardy and Karen Kumm.

3. Bike Path (B8) through Park Overlook connecting from Needwood at Redland Road, into the community, and then turning left
(west) across Park Overlook Property and connecting to the Metro Bike Path. Again the community and Board do not want 2
bike path in the community. There will be a bike path along Redland Road from Needwood west to Crabbs Branch and the
Metro, which will allow bicyclists to commute to and from the Metro. They do not need to commute through Park Overlook.
Additionally, the Board has no intention of granting an easement across community property now or in future years.

4. Remove high rise/high density development immediately surrounding the Metro from the plan. Derwood is a wonderful
suburban community that has enough development and the addition of high rise/ high density development would drastically
alter the look and atmosphere of the area. While additional housing within the county is a necessity, high rise development in
Derwood is strongly opposed. Low to mid rise development is in line with the surrounding area.

We would appreciate your commitment to preserve this community as stated in your mission statement: The Mission of the
Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning is to improve the quality of life by conserving and enhancing the natural and
developed environment for current and future generations.

Thank you for consideration of these items in this last planning session. Please give us a master plan that will preserve the park and
put this issue to rest. Many people have promised us that Blueberry will remain a park. Please uphold those promises and give this

community peace and resolution on this issue.

Very truly yours, Carol A. Duvall
President
Park Overlook Home Owners Associatton

cio Vanguard Management Associates, Inc. =+ P.O. Box 39 - Germantown, Maryland 20875-0039

(301)540-8600 - fax (301)540-3752
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Delgado, Annette COUHCIL

From: dsh1 [dsh1i@comcast.net] 705 FE6 -3 AH g 26

Sent:  Wednesday, February 02, 2005 10:34 PM

To: Praisner's Office, Councilmember; Andrews' Office, Councilmember; Floreen's Office, Councilmember; Montgomery

County Council
Cc: Perez's Office, Councilmember
Subject: Bikepath in Shady Grove Master Plan -attn: Thursday PHED Meeting

‘ebruary 2, 2005 013229

Year Councilmembers,

\ttached is a letter written by the Park Overlook HOA president Carol Duvall. It concerns, in part, the request of Park and

'lanning to remove a Master Plan proposed bike path through Park Overlook. Our community does not want a ‘crime path' through the middle
.f our community to open the community to easy access of anyone coming from the Metro area. There will be a bike path only a few hundred
eet away along Redland Road to the Metro. This proposed path is a costly redundancy. We again ask that you remove the path from the
hady Grove Master Plan.

rom the earlier letter:

Remove the bike path connection from Metro into the Park Overlook Community. The community does not want a bike path into the
community nor a bike path connection to Metro and has previously expressed that opinion to Montgomery County Departmient of-
Transportation Planners and to Park and Planning via letters to Dan Hardy and Karen Kumm.

Bike Path (B8) through Park Overlook connecting from Needwood at Redland Road, into the community, and then turning left (west) across
Park Overlook Property and connecting to the Metro Bike Path. Again the community and Board do not want a bike path in the .
community. There will be a bike path along Redland Road from Needwood west to Crabbs Branch and the Metro, which will allow
bicyclists to commute to and from the Metro. They do not need to commute through Park Overlook. Additionally, the Board has no
intention of granting an easement across community property now or in future years.

Thank you for your attention to this feature of the plan.
sincerely,

Jiana Heller
730 Keyport Terrace
derwood, Md. 20855

2/312005
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ITEM NO. 3: WORKFORCE HOUSING

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Board supports including workforce housing in the Shady Grove Sector
Plan. The Planning Board does not support including provisions for workforce housing
in the new TOMX Zone without completing necessary legislation and other controls.
Workforce housing could be achieved through legislation including the creation of a new
Chapter 25B, private market production, and through Requests for Proposals (RFP) for

the publicly owned land.

DISCUSSION

The County Council has requested that the Planning Board identify options to include
workforce housing in the Shady Grove Sector Plan. The County Council defines
workforce housing for the Shady Grove Sector Plan area as housing that can purchased
or rented by individuals or families that earn above the MPDU income ceiling up to 120
percent of the medium income ($100,875) in Montgomery County. In addition, the
County Council requested that any options for workforce housing incorporate the

following:
. Additional workforce housing should not increase the amount of housing
already proposed in the Sector Plan
o Workforce housing should not raduce the number of moderately priced
dwelling units '
. Workforce housing should be a minimum of 10 percent of the total housing

in each project

Options for Consideration
« Require 10 percent as part of any agreement with a private developer on publicly

owned land - 361 dwelling units of workforce housing

« Requirement of 10 percent for approval of all projects in Shady Grove - 670
dwelling units of workforce housing -

» Requirement of 10 percent for approval of the Optional Method of Development
in the TOMX 2.0 Zone - 395 dwelling units of workforce housing

10



Table: Publicly Owned Land and Housing by Neighborhood in Shady Grove

Total MPDUs Workforce
Neighborhood Zone Housing (15%) (10%)
Jeremiah Park PD-15 640 96 64
Metro West
- WMATA TOMX 2.0 865 130 87
Metro North
- WMATA TOMX 2.0 854 129 86
- DPWT TOMX 2.0 1220 : 183 122
- MCPS TOMX 2.0 12 0 2
Totals 3591 538 361

CONCLUSIONS

All of the options require legislation (Chapter 25A or a new Chapter 25B) to include
workforce housing. In addition, a method to monitor the price of housing, and to
establish time limits will be required. An implementing agency should also be identified.
The staff is presently working on a comprehensive examination of workforce housing in -
Montgomery County. The initial work will be completed within the next two months.
Amendments to the zones should wait until this comprehensive examination is

completed.

The Planning Board supports including workforce housing in the Shady Grove area, but
they are concerned with adding another competing interest to the area. The Planning
Board supports adding language in the Sector Plan that encourages workforce housing,
but they do not support a requirement at this time.

P
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" THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
Office of the Chairman, Montgomery County Plonning Board

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
February 25, 2005

TO: The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as
the District Council for the Maryland-Washington Regional District
in Montgomery County, Maryland

FROM: Montgomery County Planning Board

SUBJECT: Planning Board Opinion on Zoning Text Amendment 05-02.

BOARD RECOMMENDATION

The Montgomery County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park
and Planning Commission reviewed Zoning Text Amendment No0.05-02 at its
regular meeting on Thursday, February 24, 2005. By a vote of 4-1, the Board
recommended that the text amendment be approved as modified and described
herein.

The zoning text amendment proposes to establish a Transit Oriented Mixed Use
Zone (TOMX 2.0) to implement the recommendations in the Planning Board Draft
of the Shady Grove Sector Plan. Previously, the Planning Board reviewed this
text amendment on January 27, 2005 and forwarded it to the County Council.
Subsequent to its introduction, the Council has requested that the Board address
workforce housing and Transfer Development Rights (TDR's) for inclusion in the
proposed text amendment.

The Board strongly supports increasing the supply of workforce housing.
However, the Board does not believe that workforce housing can be required in
the zoning text amendment at this time, because the County has yet to create a
formal workforce housing program. It is our understanding that DHCA will study
creation of such a program. We welcome that initiative but do not believe it
prudent to include a workforce housing requirement in the ZTA until the specifics
of the program are decided. As an alternative, the Board suggests including
language in the Shady Grove Sector Plan that workforce housing is desired in
any future development there, and can be achieved through a number of
mechanisms. These mechanisms include a new legislative program and/or a

Montgomery County Pianning Board, 8787 Georgio Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 -
Phone: {301) 495-4605, Fax: (301) 495-1320. E-mail: mcp-chairman@mncpPCc-MC.org. www.mncppce-mc.org



commitment that government-owned land will be made available only to
developers who agree to build some workforce housing. The Shady Grove
Sector Plan could specify the desired percentages of workforce housing,
recommend locations (private or publicly owned land) for this housing or

recommend legislation to create a workforce housing program.

The Board is anxious to increase the number of TDR receiving areas in the ,
County. However, the Board believes that the densities proposed in the Shady
Grove Sector Plan cannot be increased without compromising compatibility with
surrounding areas. The Board believes that to accommodate TDR's in this Plan,
the proposed densities would need to increase at the expense of other
recommendations contained in the Plan. Therefore, the Board does not support
the inclusion of TDR's in this zoning text amendment. The Board anticipates that
future Master Plans will provide a significant opportunity to accommodate TOR's.

Finally. the Planning Board made the following modifications to the subject text
amendment:

1. Revise the Table of Permitted Uses - The following uses shouid be
included in the use table of the TOMX 2.0 Zone:

a) Group Day Care and Child Day Care should be permitted a
use instead of Special Exception use.

b) Advanced technology and biotechnology research and
development uses should be added to the use table.

c) Office, professional inciuding banks and financial institutions
should include drive-in banks as a permitted use

2. Revise Streetscape Guidelines to eliminate the term ... and
crossing signals” from the text.
3 Add language that would permit properties with a minimum net lot

area of 18,000 square feet to subdivide after approval of a Project
Plan under the Optional Method of Development.
CERTIFICATION

|

" This is to certify that the attached report is a true and cofrect copy of the
techr{ical staff report and the foregoing is the recommendation adopted by the
Montgomery County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission on a motion of Vice Chair Perdue and seconded by
Commissioner Bryant with Commissioner Robinson and Chairman Berlage
voting in favor, and Commissioner Wellington voting against the motion, atits
regular meeting held in Silver Spring, Maryland on Thursday, February 24, 2005,

Tl P B ey

Derick P. Berlage
Chairman




~ MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND

STEVEN A. SILVERMAN
COUNCILMEMBER

MEMORANDUM

March 14, 2005

To: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development Committee
From: Councilmember Steve Stlverman g'{? —

Subject: Workforce Housing

I would like to suggest that we take the following approach with respect to the issue of
workforce housing in the Shady Grove Sector Plan:

The Sector Plan

The Planning Board has recommended and the Committee previously has indicated support for
requiring 10% of the housing on publicly owned land in the Sector Plan to be workforce housing.
This would apply to Jeremiah Park, WMATA Metro West property, WMATA Metro North
property, DPWT and MCPS property.

I propose that the Sector Plan also contain language that states that the County Council will
consider requiring a component of workforce housing for properties in the new Transit Oriented
Mixed Use zone. The decision would be made as part of the Council action on the TOMX zone
and would also require accompanying legislation. Althougha specific definition of workforce
housing would be developed as part of the legislation, it is typically defined as housing
affordable to households between 80-120% of area median income.

TOMX Zone

I believe that the TOMX zone should have a requirement for 10% workforce housing if an
applicant wishes to develop under the optional method of the proposed zone, with the optional
method densities proposed by the Planning Board in the recommended TOMX zone and Sector
Plan. The densities recommended in the Sector Plan would not be increased.

100 MARYLAND AVENUE, ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850 ¢ 240/777-7960, TOD 240/777-7914

E-MAIL: COUNCILMEMBER.SILVERMAN@MONTGOMERYCOUNTYMD.GOV
£3 PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER @



March 14, 2005
Page2

Workforce Housing Legislation

A workforce housing requirement in the TOMX zone also requires legislation to set out control
period lengths, administering agency, price of housing, etc. I propose that action on the new zone
occur in conjunction with action on the legislation.

Timing

[ would propose that the Council act on the Sector Plan as soon as the Committee finishes its
recommendations, and act on the zone after budget and before adoption of the Sectional Map
Amendment. On several occasions, most recently with the Upper Rock Creek Plan, the Council
has adopted a master plan prior to adoption of zoning text amendments related to the Plan.

This schedule will permit introduction, public hearing, and action on workforce housing
legislation in conjunction with action on the zone.

WCouncil-fs \COUNCIL\Silverman\FTTZB ARE\misc050305workforce housing 314.doc

@ |



MEMORANDUM
March 10, 2005

To: Marlene Michaelson, Senior Legislative Analyst
From: N’kosi Yearwood and Karen Kumm
M-NCPPC
Re: Cities of Gaifhersburg and Rockville annexation and Shady Grove

During the Planning, Housing and Economic (PHED) Committee’s review of the Shady
Grove Sector Plan, council members have inquired on the annexation limits of the cities
of Gaithersburg and Rockville. The attached information illustrates the various areas
within the Shady Grove Planning area where annexation may occur, growth boundaries
for Rockville and Gaithersburg, and additional information.

The City of Rockville could annex properties in the following Shady Grove Sector Plan
areas:

Metro West

Metro South

Metro East/Old Derwood

Crabbs Branch Office Park and Derwood Station
MD 355 South Corridor

Shady Grove Plaza

The City of Gaithersburg could the Casey #2 property and properties in the Oakmont
Industrial Park.



Municipalities and Shady Grove Sector Plan Area
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City of Rockville

Comprehensive Master Plan

Shady Grove Area
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City of Rockville Comprehensive Master Plan -

Shady Grove Area

This is a fairly large area that extended the UGA to Shady Grove Road west of Frederick
Road. On the east side of Frederick Road, the UGA is extended north to Redland Road and
east along Rock Creek Park. This area has had the most annexations since 1993 including the

King Farm Development.

Sub-area 1: This is the area adjacent to the Shady Grove Metro Station. The Shady Grove
Metro Station Area Design Charrette that was conducted in 2000 by Montgomery County
recommends that the zoning of the area be changed to encourage mixed use development with
a diversity of housing types while accommodating parking needs.

Sub-area 2: This area is oddly shaped and bounded generally by Somerville Drive, Redland
Road, the railroad tracks, Crabbs Branch Way, and Indianola Drive (on the southern boundary).
Service industrial businesses are the primary land use. The 1993 Master Plan confirmed that
use. However, since most of the area abuts residential use, it is desirable to have effective

buffers between industrial and residential uses.

Sub-area 3. The boundaries of this area are Route 355 on the west, the Washington Gas site to
the south, Redland Road, and the railroad tracks. There is a concentration of automobile
dealers along Route 355 along with several fast food restaurants, gas stations, and freestanding
retail establishments. This area is zoned for General Commercial, and that designation would

continue for properties annexed into the City.

Sub-area 4._This area is north of Gude Drive and has been developed for office and industrial
use. This Plan recommends retaining the County’s Restricted Industrial/Office Park Designation

for this area.

Sub-area 5: This is a large residential area located between Crabbs Branch Way and the 1993
Urban Growth Area boundary along Rock Creek Park.

Sub-area 6: This area is bounded by Rock Creek Park and Southlawn Lane to the north and
east, the railroad tracks to the west, and the Washington Gas site to the south. ltis bisected by
Gude Drive. This area was the subject of a 1999 joint study between the City and the County's
Planning Board. That study recommended “that all of the area east of Gude Drive except the
immediate intersection of Gude Drive and Southlawn Lane remain in the County's heavy
industrial zone, or be placed in a comparable zone that could be proposed by the City, as a
means of retaining land for such uses.” The County supports annexations into the City's -2
Zone west of Gude Drive because the "light industrial character of the area is in keeping with

City’s Service Industrial zone."

Sub-area 7: This area is bounded by Pleasant Road to the west, Shady Grove Road to the
north, Route 355 to the east, and King Pontiac to the south. It is currently developed. The 1993
Master Plan recommended continuation of the General Commercial land use.

Montrose Road Area

This area is along Montrose Road and bounded by Falls Road to the west and 1-270 to the east.
it would bring the City's southern boundary to Montrose Road. Much of the area is comprised of

3-8



MASTER PLAN PROCESS AN OVERVIEW CITY (OF GAITHIRSBURG
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A purpose of the Maximum Expansion Limits (MEL) policy is to set a geographical boundary
for growth. Areas that are between the City’s corporate limits and the Maximum Expansion Limits
may be annexed into the City; however, there is no legal commitment to do so. Maximum Expan-
sion Limits were set unilaterally by City Council Resolution and adopted in 1973. The Maximurm
Expansion Limits are useful in terms of planning because the City can forecast future service needs
as well as determine the service responsibilities between County agencies and the City. Through-
out the '80s, the City, in conjunction with the County, envisioned changing the existing MEL’s, with
the proposed boundary changes to basically foliow existing roads instead of following or traversing




MASTER PLAN PROCESS: AN OVERVIEW CITY OF GAITHERSBURG

private properties, and reflect a more bilateral approach to this issue. Several annexations have
already become effective within these proposed MEL’s. Additionally, in 1992, the City of Gaithers-
burg, along with the City of Rockville and Montgomery County, entered into a joint Memorandum
of Understanding which established guidelines for a 20-year planning horizon with respect to the
land use and required community facilities, capital investment responsibilities, and logical and effi-
cient operating service areas. The most important aspect of this Memorandum was the agreement
by the jurisdictions to work cooperatively to develop procedural guidelines for annexation agree-
ments which should include staging components.

Overall, the trend to grow will continue, but the rate of change, even with the new MEL, will
be much slower in the 1990s, than during the 1980s.

POPULATION TRENDS

The City of Gaithersburg was the fastest growing city in the State of Maryland between 1970
and 1980, as it grew from 8,344 in 1970 to 26,424 in 1980 for an 18,080 person increase (or 216.7
percent) above the population in 1970. Between 1980 and 1990, the population increased to
39,542 reflecting a 49.6 percent increase by 1990.

The increase in population for Montgomery County went from 522,809 in 1970 to 579,000
in 1980, a 10.8 percent increase. In 1990, the Census Bureau listed the County population at

757,027.

The County’s Gaithersburg Vicinity Planning Area (which excludes the City but includes
Montgomery Village) comprises 31.6 square miles of land (1985 figure). The following figures
illustrate the population growth for the City and surrounding area:

1970 1980 1990 1995 1997
City of Gaithersburg 8,344 26,424 39,542 46,216 49,126
Gaithersburg Vicinity 23,150 66,516 103,500 115,800 120,400

The current estimate for the City of Gaithersburg as of July 1, 1997, is 49,126 persons. As-
suming a growth rate of approximately 2 percent per year, or an addition of 240 dwelling units to
the City’s housing stock on an annual basis, population projections for the City to the year 2010 are

as follows:

2000 2005 2010
53,176 58,710 64,820

HOUSING TRENDS

As population increased in the City, the number of housing units saw a concurrent increase.
For many years the composition of the housing stock did not vary significantly. Apartment units
dominated the inventory as documented in the City’s first comprehensive housing survey in 1976,
which pinpointed 68 percent of the housing stock as apartments.
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Steve Silverman, Chair

Planning, Housing and Economic Development Committee
Montgomery County Council

100 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, Maryland 20850

013818

Re:  Draft-Shady Grove Sector Plan

Dear Mr. Silverman:

On behalf of the Rockville City Council, I would like to respond to the questions raised
by the PHED Committee during worksessions on the draft Shady Grove Sector Plan.
Most questions have centered on the potential for annexation of portions of the Shady
Grove Sector Plan area, as well as the status of the City’s Adequate Public Facilities

Ordinance (APFO).

The City’s 2002 Comprehensive Master Plan defines Rockville’s Urban Growth Area
(UGA), or maximum expansion area. The UGA boundary has been determined based on
the 1992 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed by the County Executive and the
mayors of Rockville and Gaithersburg. Several land areas identified in the draft Shady
Grove Plan are within Rockville’s UGA, including the areas designated as Metro West,
Metro South and Metro East/Old Derwood, as well as MD 355 South, the Crabbs Branch
Office Industrial Park and Shady Grove Plaza.

The City’s Master Plan includes general land use recommendations for areas outside the
corporate limits and within the UGA boundary that for the most part reflect existing
County Master Plans and zoning. This is primarily because State law stipulates that the
County Council must consent to property being annexed into the City and then placed ina
zone that allows substantially different land use than that specntled by the County's:
Master Plan. In the Shady Grove area, the City’s Master Plan recognizes the 2000 Shady
Grove area charrette that advocated mixed-use, transit-oriented development around the

Metro station, and further recommends residential, commercial and industrial land use .

per the existing County zoning in the remaining area.

The City’s Master Plan does not contain specific recommendations for which properties

should be annexed into the City, other than designating the UGA boundary. The lone

exception to this has been the WMATA property at the Twinbrook Metro station, which |
was recommended in the Master Plan for annexation into the City because it is
immediately adjacent to City neighborhoods and the Mayor and Council’s desire to
develop the station property entirely under the City’s plans and regulations. Otherwise,
the City has typically responded to recent annexation petitions on a case-by-case basis.



Steve Silverman
March 7, 2005
Page 2

The Mayor and Council have not discussed any proactive annexation potential in the
Shady Grove area, and likely would respond to any petition on its merits and benefits to
the City.

Previous testimony on the draft Shady Grove Sector Plan reflected the City’s concemn
that, while the type of development proposed at the Metro station is appropriate for its
location, the increased density contained in the Planning Board draft will have significant
impacts on local schools and roadways, and other public infrastructure elements. The
City strongly supports the staging of development to cancide with the provision of
adequate public facilities in the sector plan area. However, the City remains concerned as
to whether the staging and related transportation improvements will in fact protect
neighborhoods in Rockville and nearby areas from undesirable cut-through traffic and
unacceptable levels of service on City streets.

The City is particularly concerned about school capacity. Given that there are two
dedicated school sites in the adjacent King Farm community, the Mayor and Council
strongly urge the use of these sites in the near term to meet school capacity needs. While
the Plan improves the likelihood that appropriate facilities will be in place to support new
development, staging elements should be considered very carefully to ensure provision of
sufficient infrastructure.

The City has devoted a considerable amount of effort in developing a draft Adequate
Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO). Although the City’s effort to create an APFO has
been dormant since late 2003, the Mayor and Council expect to bring the issue back for
consideration this year.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the discussion on the draft Shady Grove
Sector Plan. The Mayor and Council look forward to working cooperatively with you on
any future discussions, and City staff is available to provide any assistance oOf
coordination that may be necessary.

Sincerely,

[ /lﬂfty S/AHHO

Larry Giammo
Mayor



AGENDA ITEM 5&7
September 6, 2005

Worksession
MEMORANDUM
September 2, 2005

TO: ~ County Council
L\
FROM: . Marlene L. Michaelson; Senior Legislative Analyst
' Amanda White, Council Legal Intern (gyf()

SUBJECT:  ZTA 05-02, Transit-Oriented, Mixed-Use Zone

The new Transit-Oriented, Mixed-Use (TOMX 2.0) Zone was introduced on January
2005 and the subject of a public hearing on March 1, 2005. The Planning, Housing and
Economic Development (PHED) Committee met on February 15, March 15, and June 13 to
discuss this zone. The zoning text amendment with PHED Committee recommendations is

25,

attached at © 1-23. Attached on © 24-39 are the Planning Board’s recommendations and the

Staff report.

Committeé Recommendation: The Committee supports the zone, with amendments, as an

integral p@rt of the Shady Grove Sector Plan.

BACKGROUND

|
The purpose of the TOMX Zone is to promote mixed use, transit and pedestrian oriented
centers thatl include both housing and commercial uses. The zone was prepared to implement the
recommendations within the Shady Grove Sector Plan, but it is not Shady Grove specific. The
zone is intended for use in transit station development areas qutside of Central Business Districts
(CBD) and will have a standard and optional method of development. This zone can only be

used on properties if it is recommended in an approved and adopted master plan or sector plan.
Densities under the standard method are limited to 0.5 floor area ratio (FAR) with no speeific
limit on the amount of residential units per acre limit. Densities under the optional method are

limited to 2.0 FAR, also with no maximum residential units per acre.

The Park and Planning Department staff report presents an analysis of why existing
central business district, mixed-use, transit station and planned development zones would be



inappropriate for Shady Grove and why it was necessary to create a new zone (see © 26-39).
The Committee concurs with the approach recommended for Shady Grove and recommends that
the Park and Planning Department begin to consider a long-term strategy for rezoning other
transit station areas and possibly eliminating some of the existing zones which do not appear to
be working as intended.

A. General Testimony

The Council has received letters expressing both general support and general opposition
to the TOMX zone. Eastgate Homes, the East Village community and the Montgomery Village
Foundation all testified in opposition to the ZTA. However, comments focused exclusively on
the zone’s application in Shady Grove, the impact of higher density development in Shady
Grove, whether the new development would actually create affordable housing and the potential
relocation of the County Service Park activities to the Webb Tract. Staff believes that they
would be equally unhappy with any alternative zoning that resulted in similar increases in
density and that their comments relate more to the Sector Plan recommendation than the zone
itself.

The Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance and Mill Creek Towne Civic Association (both
represented by Jim Snee) do not think that transit mixed use zones should be applied to Shady
Grove because terminus points of transit lines cannot develop under the same guidelines as other
transit stations. The Action Committee for Transit supports the TOMX zone and is supportive of
applying Transit Oriented Development (TOD)/mixed use principles to areas like Shady Grove.
They think that this zone will decrease traffic. Pam Lindstrom supports the creation of this new
zone and the zone’s reliance on master plan guidance.

B. Development Standards
1. Minimum Lot Area

Committee Recommendation: Support Planning Board recommended amendment to
clarify that the 18,000 square feet (SF) minimum net lot area applies to the Project Plan
application area and that subdivisions consistent with an approved Project Plan can create
smaller lots.

The ZTA provides a minimum net lot area for the optional method of development of
18,000 SF, but does not provide a minimum for the standard option. The Council received a
memorandum from the Planning Board modifying the text amendment to add language that
would permit properties with a minimum net lot area of 18,000 SF to subdivide after approval of
a Project Plan under the optional method. Miller & Smith and Eaken/Youngetob support the
Planning Board’s suggested change to make it clear that the 18,000 SF minimum applies to the
application area and that subdivisions consistent with an approved site plan can create smaller
lots. They recommend modifying 59-C-13.231 to read:




TOMX-2.0
Standard przional

59.C-13.231 The minimum area required for any N/A 18,000
development (in square feet): [Minimum Lot Area]

2. Public Use Space

Committee Recommendation: Change the public use space requirement to make it
consistent with recent amendments to the central business district (CBD) zones that give
the Planning Board the authority to reduce the public use space under the standard
method down to 5% if the reduction is necessary to accommodate the construction of
moderately priced dwelling units (VPDUs). Consistent with the recently approved ZTA,
allow a reduction or elimination of public use space in the optional method to accommodate
MPDUs if an equivalent amount of public use space is provided off-site in the same CBD
within a reasonable time. (See lines 196-205 on ©14.)

The text amendment sets the minimum public use space at 10% for the standard method
and 20% for the optional method (the same standard as the CBD zones). If MPDUs are
included, the minimum public use space requirements are 5% for the standard method and 20%
for the optional method. The Council received testimony from the Greater Shady Grove Civic
Alliance, Mill Creek Towne Civic Association and the Montgomery County Civic Federation
supporting'the 20% public use space requirement for the optional method, but stating that the
10% requirement for standard method is too low unless there is also a minimum required “active
and passive recreational space” for projects with a residential component. These groups also
oppose a reduction to 5% in projects with MPDUs.

|

Staff notes that M-NCPPC’s recreation guidelines require recreation for all residential
development, regardless of whether the zone has a public use space requirement and therefore
the need fcﬁr active and passive recreation will be met, even with the lower requirement for public
use space under the standard method. Regarding the public use space requirements for projects
with MPDUs, the Committee recommends a consistent approach across similar zones. The
recently passed amendment to the CBD zones gives the Planning Board the authority to reduce
the public use space under the standard method down to 5% if the reduction is necessary to
accommodate the construction of MPDUs. It does not automatically assume that all standard



method projects with MPDUs will require this reduction. That text amendment also allowed a
reduction of public use space in the optional method to accommodate MPDUs “if an equivalent
amount of public use space is provided off-site in the same CBD within a reasonable time.” The
Committee believes that the TOMX should include these provisions as well.

3. Optional Method of Development Standards for Height, Residential
Density and Setbacks

Committee Recommendation: The majority supports the overall approach of allowing the
master plan to set height density and setbacks, but recommends eliminating “NA” under
the optional method column since height and setbacks will be set in the master plan or
project plan and NA indicates they are not applicable. Councilmember Praisner preferred
that the height, density, and setbacks be included in the zone.

The zoning text amendment does not establish height limits, maximum numbers of
residential units or setbacks in the optional method and instead relies on the master plan and
project plan to establish these limits. Although there are distinct issues associated with height,
number of units and setbacks, the threshold question of whether the zone should include limits is
the same for these issues. Groups including the Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance, Mill Creek
Towne Civic Association (both represented by Jim Snee) and the Montgomery County Civic
Federation all recommend establishing limits in the zone. The Council received testimony from
Pam Lindstrom expressing her agreement with the way the zone relies on the master plan for
setting exact uses and density and height of buildings.

Although the zone does not include height limits, maximum numbers of residential units
or setbacks for the optional method of development, it does require that height and setback be
established during project plan review. The zone states:

The maximum building height permitted for any building and the minimum
building setback requirements must be determined in the process of project plan

review. In approving height limits or setback requirements, the Planning Board
must take into consideration the size of the lot or parcel, the relationship of

existing and proposed buildings to surrounding uses, the need to preserve light
and air for the residents of the development and residents of surrounding
properties, and any other factors relevant to the height or setback of the building.
The proposed building height and the proposed setbacks must conform to the
approved and adopted master plan or sector plan.

This zone uses both the master plan and project plan process as the vehicles for
establishing site specific limits on height, number of units and setback allowing for a more
individualized, property-by-property approach. In the Shady Grove Sector Plan, every property
zoned TOMX has recommendations for the number of units per acre or total number of units and
specific height limits (as well as recommendations to vary the height within properties to ensure
compatibility with surrounding buildings/uses). If the same careful attention to this issue is
provided in each master plan or project plan, the majority believes this approach will provide far
more guidance than a zone which applies a single standard across all properties.




While it would be possible to provide upper limits in the zone for height or number of
units, these limits would have to be set at the highest possible number in any TOMX-2 project
(rather than at the recommended level in Shady Grove. One disadvantage of setting a limit is
that it not only sets maximum units or feet allowed, but can also provide the expectation that a
property owner is entitled to achieve the maximum and that any master plan recommendation for
lower amounts is taking from the owner what is allowed by the zone. This argument has
frequently been used to criticize the height limits included in central business district master
plans. :

As & minor technical correction the Committee recommended deleting the N/A next to
maximum building coverage, maximum building heights, and minimum setbacks on in the
development standards chart under optional method on ©13. The Committee recommended
these should be set in the master plan or project plan and the zone should not imply that a
standard is not applicable. Councilmember Praisner preferred that the height, density, and
setback requirements be included in the zone rather than being set in the master plan or project
plan. She felt it was necessary to have clear upper limits that could not be exceeded.

4. Number of Residential Units/Mix of Units
Committee Recommendation: See pumber 3 above. Allow transfer of commercial and
residentia} development capacity between properties.

The zoning text amendment establishes the maximum density of development for the
standard method at 0.5 FAR and the maximum for the optional method at 2.0 FAR. The ZTA
does not specify a maximum number of residential dwelling units per acre density. The Greater
Shady Grove Civic Alliance, Mill Creek Towne Civic Association and the Montgomery County
Civic Federation all recommend establishing a maximum number of dwelling units per acre
density for standard and optional methods. The Council received testimony from Pam Lindstrom
expressing her agreement with the way the zone relies on the master plan for setting exact uses,
density and height of buildings. The majority supports the approach in the zone.
Councilmember Praisner believes there should be a limit on the maximum number of residential
units in the zone.

The Council also received testimony from Montgomery County Teacher’s Federal Credit
Union exﬂressing their objection to the requirements of the zone to comply with the mix of units
in the master plan. In summary, their ability to expand commercial uses on site would be
extremely|limited due to language in the Sector Plan which requires a mix of no more than 30%
commerci?l development and at least 70% residential development. The Committee
recommends amending the TOMX zone to allow owners to transfer commercial and residential
capacity (see lines 300-316 on © 18).



5. Maximum Building Heights

Committee Recommendation: See number 3 above. The Committee does not believe that
building height should be limited due to fire safety issues.

The zoning text amendment sets the maximum building heights at 50 feet for the standard
method, but does not specify a maximum for the optional method. If a building is adjoining or
directly across the street from land that is recommended for or developed in a residential zone
with a maximum of 15 dwelling units per acre or less, the zone sets the maximum building
height for the standard method at 35 feet, but again does not specify a height under the optional
method. The Council received testimony from the Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance, Mill
Creek Towne Civic Association and the Montgomery County Civic Federation and all are
concerned that building height can exceed the heights that fire and rescue can reach (about 125
feet). Therefore, the Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance, and Mill Creek Towne Civic
Association recommend limiting building height to 125 feet. As noted earlier, Pam Lindstrom
expressed her agreement with the way the zone relies on the master plan for setting exact uses
and density and height of buildings.

Regarding the fire safety issues, the Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Service
(MCFRS) does not believe that there is any need to limit building height as a fire safety matter.
There are hundreds of buildings in the County that are taller than 125 feet, especially in Silver
Spring and Bethesda, and MCFRS believes they are able to provide appropriate service to them.
Fire ladders are frequently not able to reach affected areas for reasons other than height (e.g., the
need to cross a parking lot), so other means of handling fires must be in place. They further note
that buildings over five stories tall are protected by features required under the fire code, such as
standpipes in stairwells with water connections at each floor, sprinkler systems, pressurized
stairwells, and stringent egress requirements.

6. Minimum Setbacks.
Committee Recommendation: See #3 above.

The text amendment requirements for setbacks can be found on © 13-14. The standard
method sets forth specific setbacks depending on the adjacent use. The optional method does not
specify a setback, leaving it to the master plan and project plan. The Council received testimony
from the Greater Shady Grove Civic Alliance, Mill Creek Towne Civic Association and the
Montgomery County Civic Federation all recommending specifying a minimum required setback
from any adjacent single-family residential zone for optional method development.

7. Floor Area Ratio
Committee Recommendation: Support the FAR limits in the zone.

The Council received correspondence suggesting that the 2.0 FAR was too low for an
area next to Metro. Planning staff indicate that they plan to introduce other versions of the




TOMX zonf: with higher FARs to use in other locations but believe that a 2.0 FAR is appropriate

for Shady Grove.

C. Permitted Uses

Committee Recommendation: Support the Screening Committee and Planning Board’s
recommendation to change the use charts to be consistent with use charts in the Zoning
Ordinance (e.g.; a hotel should be listed as a residential use not a commercial use). In
addition, Group Day Care and Child Day Care should be a permitted use instead of a
Special Exception; advanced technology and biotechnology research and development uses
should be added to the use table; and office, professional including banks and financial
institutions should not exclude drive-in banks as a permitted use.

The majority recommends adding language to the zone indicating that public
storage companies are permitted in the TOMX Zone only when recommended in a sector
or master plan. The majority also recommends the Shady Grove Sector Plan limit the
public storage company to its present site in Metro West and limit the density to 0.75 FAR.
Councilmember Praisner prefers residential units on the site.

The zoning text amendment’s permitted and special exception uses are laid out on © 10-
12. The Council received a memorandum from the Planning Board revising the text amendment
to include the following permitted uses: Group Day Care and Child Day Care should be a
permitted use instead of a Special Exception; advanced technology and biotechnology research
and development uses should be added to the use table; and office, professional including banks
and financial institutions should include drive-in banks as a permitted use.

|

The Council had received testimony from Montgomery County Teachers Federal Credit
Union expressing their concern that while the credit union would be a permitted use under
“banks,” its approved drive-through service may not be permitted; it appears that the Planning
Board’s recommendation would address their concern. Additionally, the Greater Shady Grove
Civic Alliance, Mill Creek Towne Civic Association and the Montgomery County Civic
Federation are concerned that the zone would permit light manufacturing as an approved use
alongside residential. Pam Lindstrom agreed with the basics in the zone, especially the way it
relies on the master plan for setting exact uses, density, and heights of buildings.

The zone only allows light manufacturing associated with technology and biotechnology

uses (see © 12).

Th;e Council received testimony from the owners of a public storage company in Shady
Grove expressing concern that under the zone, the use of their property would become
nonconforming. In response, the majority recommended the zone be amended to alfow public
storage companies to be permitted in the zone when it is recommended in a master or sector plan.
However, the majority also recommended that the Shady Grove Sector Plan limit the public
storage company to its present site and limit the density to-0.75 FAR. Councilmember Praisner
preferred the site have residential units.



D. Grandfathering Provision

Committee Recommendation: Revise the grandfathering provision to delete the provision
that existing structures or uses would only be conforming for 7 years and instead allow
existing structures, buildings or uses to continue as conforming indefinitely and to be
enlarged up to 10 percent of the gross building area or 7,500 square feet, whichever is less.

The grandfathering requirement is outlined on © 18-19 (lines 318-348). Under the
TOMX zone as introduced, an existing building can be altered, repaired, reconstructed, or
enlarged for 7 years after it is rezoned to the TOMX zone. After this 7 year period, the structure
would be deemed non-conforming. The Council received testimony from Montgomery County
Teachers Federal Credit Union expressing their concern that after the 7 year period, their
building will be non-conforming. They are especially concerned that after 7 years, the current
commercial development potential will be lost. They think that this section should be
substantially revised.

The Screening Committee recommend revising this section to make this grandfathering
provision consistent with others in the Zoning Ordinance by making any existing structure a
conforming use which may be enlarged up to 10 percent of the gross building area or 7,500

square feet, whichever is less. Any expansion beyond that amount must comply with the
standards of the TOMX zone.

E. Pedestrian Crossing Signals

Committee Recommendation: Delete language that refers to crossing signals, since this is
not an issue that should be addressed in the Zoning Ordinance.

The text amendment as introduced provides certain streetscape requirements, one of
which is to “enhance crosswalk areas with accessible curb ramps and crossing signals” unless
prohibited by the Department of Public Works and Transportation. (See © 17, lines 268-271).
The Planning Board modified the text amendment to eliminate the phrase “and crossing signals”
from the streetscape requirements. The Council received testimony from Miller & Smith and
Eakin/Youngetob supporting this change. Since cross signals are operational issues which
should not be dealt with in the Zoning Ordinance, the Committee concurs.

F. Mechanical Equipment Screening Provisions

Committee Recommendation: Exempt single-family homes from requirement to locate
mechanical equipment within buildings or within a mechanical equipment penthouse.

The zoning text amendment’s Site Design Guidelines, located on © 16 lines 252-257,
require designs to “[IJocate mechanical equipment within buildings or within a mechanical
equipment penthouse. If mechanical equipment is located on a roof or is freestanding, it must be
effectively screened.” Miller & Smith and Eakin/Youngentob recommend that this requirement
not apply to townhouses or single-family detached residences in order to provide flexibility. The




Committee concurs with this request. The Action Committee for Transit endorses the Site |
Design Guidelines of the ZTA that encourage pedestrian activity and better access to transit.

G.  Parking

Committee Recommendation: Direct Park and Planning Department staff to study
potential changes to parking requirements in transit station zones.

The Council received testimony from East Village expressing their concern about the
increase in density because it is unclear where the new residents are going to park. Pam
Lindstrom thinks that the parking requirements are too high. She states that reducing them will
have many benefits, including making construction more affordable and less traffic in the area.
She suggests that more parking go underground so there would be fewer unattractive garages and
more green space would be available. '

The Committee agrees that it would be appropriate to reconsider whether parking
standards spould be changed for properties near transit stations. The Zoning Ordinance allows
for reductions in parking requirements for properties in CBDs or transit station development
areas and further credits for properties located within 1,600 feet of a Metro entrance. Itis
unclear whether this credit is requested by the property owner or whether a reduction can be
mandated by the Planning Board. It may also be appropriate timing to reconsider whether the
10-15% reductions in parking requirements are sufficient or whether a more significant reduction
can be required. The Committee recommends that the Council ask Park and Planning
Department staff to further study this issue.
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Zoning Text Amendment No: 05-02
Concerning: A new Transit-Oriented Mixed
Use Zone

Draft No. & Date: 6 —08/31/05

Introduced: January 25, 2005

Public Hearing: March 1, 2005; 7:30 p.m.
Adopted:

Effective:

Ordinance No:

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION OF
THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT WITHIN
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: District Council at the request of the Planning Board

AN AMENDMENT to the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance for the purpose of:

- establishing [[a]] new Transit Oriented Mixed-Use Zones; amending

- the definition of “transit station dev ent area”; and maki lain langua
isti consistenc difications to Articles D and E to acc date the
[OMX Zones

By amending the following section of the Montgomery County Zoning
Ordinance, Chapter 59 of the Montgomery County Code:

DIVISION 59-A-2  “DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION”
Section 59-A-2.1 “Definitions”

Add a new Section:

DIVISION 59-C-13 “TRANSIT ORIENTED, MIXED-USE ZONES (TOMX)

ARTICLE 59-D “ZONING DISTRICTS—APPROVAL
PROCEDURES ©

ARTICLE 59-E “OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING.”

EXPLANATION: Boldface indicates a heading or a defined term.
Underlining indicates text that is added to existing laws
by the original text amendment.

[Single boldface brackets] indicate text that is deleted from
existing law by the original text amendment.

Double underlining indicates text that is added to the text
amendment by amendment.

[[Double boldface brackets]] indicate text that is deleted




from the text amendment by amendment.
* % ¥ jpdicates existing law unaffected by the text amendment.




ORDINANCE

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the District Council for that
portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Montgomery County, Maryland,

approves the following ordinance:
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Zoning Text Amendment 05-02

S:ec. 1. Division 59-A-2 is amended as follows:
]DIVISION 59-A.2. DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION.
59-A-2.1. Definitions.

Transit station development area: An area near a metro transit station, QL

which is not located

within a central business district, which has been designated as a transit
station development area by an approved and adopted master plan or sector
plan.

Sec. [[1]]12 DIVISION 59-C-13 is amended as follows:

DIVISION 59-C-13 [RESERVED] TRANSIT ORIENTED, MIXED-USE

ZONES (TOMX)

Sec. 59-C-13.1. Zones established.

§2;Q;_1_3_9_1_1__ Zones permitted.

'These zones are permitted in transit station development areas a3

defined in Section 59 lon the Meizo Rail Lines and other

transitways 1.

\
|
|

TOMX-2.0
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Sec. 539-C-13.2. Provisions of the Transit Oriented, Mixed Use Zones.

59-C-13.21. Description, purpose, intent and general requirements

59-C-13.211. Description. Fach Transit Oriented, Mixed Use Zone

is intended to be shown on a master plan or sector plan. The TOMX
Zones [[is]] are a continuum of euclidean zones with increasing
densities permitted. The zones provide|[s]] incentives to redevelop
transit areas into distinct and compact mixed-use centers for housing
and employment opportunities and include[[s]] public use space and

appropriate public facilities and amenities.

The TOMX 2.0 Zone is intended for medium density development
adjacent to transit station development areas, as defined in Section 59-

A-2.1. [luse adjacent to transit stations located outside Central

Business Districts.]]

59-C-13.212. Intent. The intent of the TOMX Zones is to

[fpromotel}l provide mixed use, transit and pedestrian oriented centers

that include housing, [[and]] commercial, biotechnology and research
and development uses. [[This]] These zones [[is]] are intended to
foster development by permitting an increase in density and height
when such an increase conforms to master plan or sector plan

recommendations. [[for use in transit station development areas, as
defined in Section 59-A-2.1. outside of the Central Business

Districts.]] Land shall be classified in any transit oriented, mixed-use

zone only if it is recommended in an approved and adopted master

plan or sector plan. [[The TOMX Zones should achieve a
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development pattern that encourages pedestrian activity and access.

promotes use of transit, and creates a coherent arrangement of

buildings and uses that contribute to a sense of place. This zone will

foster development in accordance with an adopted and approved
master or sector plan, by permitting an increase in density, height, and

1nten51tv where the increase conforms to the master plan or sector

plan. These]]l The TOMX zones are intended to accomplish the
following:

(a) [[Topromote mixed use, transit oriented development of

residential, office, commercial, advance technology and

research, and retail uses at various scales and designed in a

manner that defines streets and creates a strong sense of place.]]
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Zoning Text Amendment 05-02

[[To create a pedestrian oriented environment with an

interconnected street system that is defined by buildings, open

spaces and community facilities, and improves access to transit

stations from surrounding communities.}] To encourage land
assembly in a compact and efficient form that achieves a
compatible mix of uses in accordance with the approved and
adopted master plan and sector plan.

To provide incentives and flexible standards for mixed-use,

transit and pedestrian oriented development that fosters a sense

of community with a distinct character.]]

To encourage land assembly in a compact and efficient form in

[[(e)

accordance with the approved and adopted master plan and

sector plan.]]

(1flid) To provide housing, including affordable housing, near

transit station[[s}ldevelopment areas.

(Iiglle) To encourage Ieadership in Energy and Environmental

)

Desien (LEED) standards for sustainable and efficient design.

To improve access within the mixed use transit station
development areas as well as from the surrounding
communities.
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[[59-C-13.213. Additional intent of the TOMX 2.0 Zone.

The intent of the TOMX 2.0 Zone is to provide a mixed use, transit-

i
oriented center that includes housing and commercial uses. The intent

of this zone is to promote medium density residential and commercial

development at transit station development areas, as described in

SeCtlon 59-A-2.1. This zone provides incentives to redevelop areas

adjacent to transit and multi-modal stations into distinct and compact

mixed-use development for employment, living opportunities, and

appropriate public facilities and amenities. Development in this zone

must create a network of interconnecting streets, open squares and

plazas defined streetscapes, and civic and community-oriented uses

as recommended in applicable master and sector plans.]}

{59-C-13.214. Location. Land classified in the TOMX 2.0 Zone musf

7be located i

59-A-2.1.[[adjacent to an existing or proposed transit station located
along the Metro Rail lines and other transitways.]]

59.C-13.215. Methods of development and approval procedures.
iTwo methods of development are available in this zoning category.

with these standards. If residential uses are included in a

landards. 11 1oslGeilat e s Oy e =

development, moderately priced dwelling units must be
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provided in accordance with Chapter 25A. The maximum

dwelling unit density or residential FAR may be increased in

proportion to any MPDU density bonus provided on-site. Site

plans must be approved in accordance with section 59-D-3.

Optional Method of Development: The Optional Method of

Development promotes additional densities, and supports

innovative design and building technologies to create a

pedestrian-oriented and mixed-use development pattern.

Approval of the Optional Method of Development is dependent

on providing [[sufficient]] required public amenities and

facilities. The public facilities and amenities are intended to

support the additional densities permitted under the Optional

Method of Development. The procedure for the approval of the

Optional Method of Development is set forth in Section 59-D-

2. Site plans must be approved in accordance with Section 59-

D-3. If residential uses are included in a development,

moderately priced dwelling units must be provided in

accordance with Chapter 25A. The maximum dwelling unit

density or residential FAR may be increased in proportion to

any MPDU density bonus provided on-site.

59-C-13.22. Land uses.

No use is allowed except as indicated in the following table:
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159 - Permitted Uses. The letter "P" in the appropriate column
160 | indicates the zones in which each use is permitted, subject to all
161 | applicable regulations under the Standard Method or the
162 | Optional Method of Development.
163
164 ' . Special Exception Uses. The letters "SE" in the appropriate
165 column indicate the zones in which each use may be authorized
166 | as a special exception, in accordance with Article 59-G, under
167 the Standard or the Optional Method of Development
168 ‘ respectively. Special exception uses in a development under the
169 i optional method are subject to approval by both the Planning
170 Board and the Board of Appeals.
171
172
TOMX2.0
(a) Residential: Standard | Optional
Dwellings P P
Group home, small P P
‘ Group home, large P P
t - P
Housine and related facilities for senior aduits [[andllor | B P
ersons with disabilities
1 Life care facility P P
‘ Personal living quartess P P
(b) Transportation, communication and utilities:
Public utility buildings, structures and underground P P
facilities
Radio and television broadcasting studio 7 P P
| Rooftop mounted antennas and related upmianned P i
equipment building, equipment cabinet of equipment
| ,
P
(c)
? 4
;gpl_&g
Book store P P

10 /D
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Eating and drinking establishment, excluding drive-in

Drug store

Florist shop

Food and beverage store

Furniture store, carpet or related furnishing sales or
service

iav](invliigel(ig=}ig~}

o] ia=]lia=d{igBiigv

Gift shop

Grocery store

[[Hotell]Hardware store

Office supply store

Office, general

Office. professional including banks and financial
institutions (excluding check cashing stores [[and drive-in
banks

lav]iav]la=Riig~] la~Niiae]

ln=lia=Nllakia=] (g % in-]

Offices for companies principally engaged in health
services. research and development

e}

lae]

Newsstand

‘ Photographic supply store

Pet sales and supply store

Specialty shop

ig=2tia=Nlia=A ia~}

jnelia-Aiia=]!\a=

(d) Services:

Adult foster care homes

Ambulance or rescue squad, publicly supported

Animal boarding place

Art, music and photographic studios

Automobile filling station

Automobile rental services. excluding automobile storage
and supplies

g~} |Crf_1 la~} |tf_/nJ aelige

] |% lae} |gi_j o (IO

Barber and beauty shops

Charitable and philanthropic institutions

Clinic

jg=ia=2Nlaw

a8 is~1Nia~}

Child daycare facility:

- _Family day care

- Group day care

- Child day care center

o
w2 |2
tri [t

Davcare facility for not more than 4 senior adults and
persons with disabilities

o o

e’

Domiciliary care for no more than 16 senior adults

Dry cleaning and laundry pick-up station

Duglicating services

Educational, private institution

Home occupation, no impact

Home occupation, registered

Home occupation, major

Hospice care facility

o Ig'JJ la~1lig=]laRlig=]la=Rllae

inv] |gJ_J lig=lla=liia=}ia=}(la=Aiiav}

11
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Hospitals, veterin

International public organization

Place of religious worshi

Publicly owned or gubhclz ogerated uses

is=d in=dev] 192}
T

Self storage

Shoe repair sho

Tailoring or dressmaking shops

Universities and colleges providing teaching and research
facilities

la=]ig=d ig=)

] & e fr—u ol

@

and Biotechnology:

Advanced Technolo

Laboratories

anotechnolo research and development

ia=1 i~}

e

Manufactunnga compoundmg, processing o1 packaging of
cosmetics, drugs. perfumes, pharmaceuticals, toiletries
and products resulting from biotechnical and biogenetic
research and development

o

=

Manufacturing and assembly of medical, scientific or
technical instruments, devices and equipment

s

Research. development and related activities

Cultural, entertainment and recreational:

Auditoriums or convention halls

Billiard parlor

Bowling alle

Health clubs and

Libraries and museums

Park and playgrounds

] ]

Private clubs and service organizations

Recreational or entertainment establishments. commercial
Theaters. indoor

g=l v

12
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requirements specified in this table, all Optional Method of Development

projects must be consistent with the suidelines established in the applicable

master plan or sector plan.

TOMX 2.0

Standard | Optional

59-C-13.231.

[[Minimum Net Lot Area]] The minimum net lot area

Provided, however, that a smaller lot may be approved for the
TOMX zones where such lot is designated for one of these zones
on an approved and adopted master plan or sector plan, the lotis
located adjacent to or confronting another lot either classified in
or under application for either zone, and the ¢ ined lots are
by the Planning Board, The required minimum area does not
rohibit a lot of less than 18,000 square feet
subdivision or record plat a
59-C-13.232.
Maximum Building Coverage (percent of net lot area):
59-C-13.233.
Minimum Public Use Space (percent of net lot area): 1

[INAJ] 18.000

>

[INAY]

*
*
*

(]
|

[[- If moderately p_riced dwelling units are included.
59-C-13.234.

Maximum Density of Development*
59-C-11.235.

Maximum Building Heights:

IUII

k%

2011

FAR 0.5 FAR 2.0

50 feet [INA]]

is recommended for or developed in a residential zone with a

If adjoining or directly across the street from land which | 35 feet [INAIl

maximum of 15 dwelling units per acre or less
59-C-13.236.
Minimum Setbacks:

From an adjacent TOMX Zone** 15 feet [INAL]
From an adjacent commercial or industrial zone 20 feet [INA]]
From an adjacent single family residential zone 25 feet [INA]]
From a public right-of-way 10 feet [{15 feet
from
curbs]]

*

The maximum [[residential]] dwelling unit density or residential

(FAR) may be increased in proportion to [ithe amount of the}]]

any MPDU density bonus [[permitted]] provided on-site.

13
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_"ji If the proposed building or the adjacent building has windows

or apertures facing the lot line that provide light, access or

ventilation to a habitable space the setback shall be 15 feet. If

the adjacent building does not have windows or apertures ro

setback is required.

*® Kk

59-C-13.237. Special standards and guidelines for Standard

Method and Optional Method of Development projects.

(a) Public use space, amenities and facilities: The mixed-use
‘ character of the Transit Oriented, Mixed Use Zoneg requires

oriented [[and]] mixed-use environment.

14




215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241

Zoning Text Amendment 05-02

Public amenities and facilities are not limited to the definition

in Section 59-A., but also include: pocket and urban parks,

town squares, public plazas and water features, wide sidewalk

areas, bus shelters, benches, special street lighting and paving,

construction and enhancement of pedestrian tunnels and

bridges, public art, landscaping of public areas, and

improvements to pedestrian access to transit stations. Public

amenities do not include road improvements or other capital

projects that are required to provide adequate facilities in a

timely basis to serve the property.

All public amenities [[should]] must be in locations that are

accessible [[and welcoming]] to the public. The location, type

and nature of the public amenities must be shown on any

project plan and site plan as required by Section 59-D-3 and

Section 59-D-2.

Site [[Design]] Plan Guidelines for the Optional and Standard

Method of Development:

- Orient all buildings to streets, which will encourage

pedestrian-oriented development.

- Locate off-street parking to the side, rear or below orade

if feasible.

- Create a continuous building line with varied facade

setbacks to accentuate open space and building entrances.

Blank building facades should be avoided.

15
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Increase public safety and activity at street level with

activating uses such as storefront retail, residential

entrances, office lobbies, and restaurants.

Provide continuous, direct and convenient pedestrian and

bicyclist pathways, and connections to transit stations.
[[Ensure]] Promote pedestrian safety with clearly

designated crosswalks and sidewalks and include street

trees and landscaping on all streets.

Screen and locate service and loading areas to reduce

visibility from any street.

Locate mechanical equipment within buildings or within

a mechanical equipment penthouse. If mechanical

equipment is located on a roof or is freestanding, it must

Site Plan Streetscape Guidelines:

Provide street lighting designed to avoid an adverse

impact on surrounding uses, while also providing a
sufficient level of illumination for access and security.

Provide a canopy of closely spaced street trees along

each street.

Provide street furniture such as benches, trash receptacles

and planters.

16 | (b
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- Enhance crosswalk areas with accessible curb ramps

[[and crossing signals]] unless prohibited by the

[[Director]] Department of Public Works and

Transportation.

59-C-13.2371. Off-street parking. Required off-street parking must
be provided pursuant to Article 59-E and off-street parking spaces for

mixed-use projects must be provided pursuant to Sec. 59-E-3.1.

59-C-13.238. Special standards for the Optional Method of

Development.

(a)

(b)

Density and mix of uses: In approving the mix of uses and the

proposed densities, the Planning Board [[shall}] must consider

the size of the parcel, and the relationship of the existing and

proposed building or buildings to the surrounding uses. The

mix of uses and the proposed densities must conform to the

approved and adopted master plan or sector plan.

Building height and setbacks: The maximum building height

permitted for any building [[shall}] and the minimum building

setback requirements must be determined in the process of

project plan review. In approving height limits or setback

requirements, the Planning Board [[shall]] must take into

consideration the size of the lot or parcel, the relationship of

existing and proposed buildings to surrounding uses, the need

to preserve light and air for the residents of the development

17
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and residents of surrounding properties, and any other factors

relevant to the height or setback of the building. The proposed
building height 0se must conform to the

approved and adopted master plan or sector plan.

Transfer of public use space {and densi

lots within the same transit station development area [lis
permitted]]. The transfer of density [[should]] must be located

[[toward the transit station and]] away from the boundaries of

the transit station development areas whgg the boupdaries abut

sector plan and must be approved as part of a combined project

plan [[and site plan]] for all relevant parcels in accordance with
the provisions in Section 59-D-2 and Section 59-D-3.

Existing buildings and_

Any existing structure or established use for which a building

permit was issued prior to the reclassification of land to the

18
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TOMX Zone must not be regarded as a nonconforming

structure or use and will not be subject to the provisions of

Section 59-G-4.1, et. Seq. for a period of seven years.

For seven vears after the reclassification, such structure or use

may be altered, repaired, reconstructed or enlarged in

conformance with the development standards in the zone in

effect prior to the reclassification. Any enlargement in excess of

10% of the eross floor area will require approval of a site plan

in accordance with Section 59-D-3.

After seven vears, such a structure or use would be

nonconforming and any change in the structure or use thereafter

must be in conformance with the provisions of Section 59-G-

4.1, et. Seq.

Notwithstanding any language in this subsection, any existing

structure or use may be altered, repaired, reconstructed or

enlarged in conformance with the development standards of the

TOMX Zone prior to expiration of the seven year period.]]

Anv lawful structure, [[or]] building or established use that existed

before the applicable §ectional Map Amendment adoption date, is a
conforming structure or use and mav be continued, structurally

altered, repaired, renovated or enlarged up to 10 percent of the gross
building floor area or 7,500 square feet, whichever is less. However,
any enlargement of the building that is more than 10 percent of the
gross floor area or 7,500 square feet, whichever is less, or construction

of a new building must comply with the standards of the TOMX

zones.

19
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Sec. 3. Article 59-D is amended as follows:
ARTICLE 59-D. ZONING DISTRICTS—APPROVAL
PROCEDURES.

INTRODUCTION

" In certain zones, the developer must submit plans for approval, and

development must be consistent with the approved plans. Article 59-
C indicates under each zone which, if any, of these plans are required.
These plans are of 4 kinds, as follows:

*

1(2) Project plan for optional method of development. This type

of plan applies [[only]] in the 6 “CBD” zones, the RMX zones
and the TOMX zopes. It is similar to a development plan,

except that it is not a requirement for the approval of a rezoning
application but a precondition for the use of the optional
method of development. (See [d]Division 59-D-2.)

* * *

1The following table is provided for the convenience of the public,

citing the appropriate sections of Article 59-C and indicating the type

iof plans required in each zone. In the event of any conflict between

‘ this table and the provisions of Article 59-C, the latter must govern.

20
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Plan ‘Approvals Required

Zone Section Development |Project Plan Site Plan Diagrammatic

Number | Plan (Division |Optional (Division 59-D- | Plan (Division
59-D-1) Method 3) 59-D-4)
(Division 59-D-2)

* %k ¥

Standard Method

[ T

TOMX 2.0 X

Optional Method

* k% ok

TOMX 2.0 X X

DIVISION 59-D-2. PROJECT PLAN FOR OPTIONAL METHOD OF
DEVELOPMENT, CBD ZONES, [[AND]] RMX ZONES AND TOMX
ZONES.

59-D-2.0 Zones enumerated.

The Planning Board is authorized to approve development under the

optional method of development procedures described in Section 59-C-6.2
of the CBD zones, Section 59-C-10 of the RMX Zones, [[and]] Section 59-
C-13 of the TOMX Zones and the approval procedure set forth in this

Division, for the following zones:

* * *

TOMX-2--Transit Oriented Mixed-Use, 2.0

* kX
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DIVIS!ION 59-D-3. SITE PLAN.

¥ k%

|
Sec. 59-D-3.1. Requirements.
The site plan must be filed with the Planning Board; it may cover all or any

part of a lot or tract, and must meet the following requirements:
* k¥

(c) Iftthe site plan is for the optional method of development in a

CBD Zone, RMX Zone or TOMX Zone, it must be consistent
with a project plan approved under Division 59-D-2.

Sec. 4. Article 59-E is amended as follows:

ARTICLE 59-E. OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING.

* ok Kk

Sec. 59-E-3.7. Schedule of requirements.

Off-street parking must be provided as follows:

* k%

Dwelling, multiple-family. For each dwelling unit with no separate
bedroém one space; for each dwelling unit with one separate bedroom, 1

1/4 spaces, for each dwelling unit with 2 separate bedrooms, 1 1/2 spaces;

for each dwelling unit with 3 or more separate bedrooms, 2 spaces. The
base requlrement may be reduced in accordance with the credit provisions of
Sect1qn 50-E-3.33. Not more than 50 percent of the total area of the

minimum required side and rear yards shall be occupied by parking spaces,
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drives, access roads to, from and between such spaces, turn-arounds or other
surfaces designed for vehicular use, and no parking spaces or vehicular uses,
except entrance drives, shall be located within the minimum required front
yard. (See R-H zone for controlling provisions in that zone on parking in
yards.) In the R-10 and R-H zones, TOMX Zones, the TSM and TSR zones,
and the CBD zones in Section 59-C-6.2, the requirement for each
moderately priced dwelling unit, as defined in Chapter 25A of this Code,

shall be one-half the number of spaces indicated above.

Sec. [[2]]5. Effective date. This ordinance becomes effective 20
days after the date of Council adoption.

This is a correct copy of Council action.

[[Elda M. Dodson, CMC]] Linda M. Lauer
[[Acting]] Clerk of the Council
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" THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
| Office of the Chairman, Montgomery County pianning Boord

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
February 25, 2005

TO: | The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as
! the District Council for the Maryland-Washington Regional District
in Montgomery County, Maryland

FROM: i Montgomery County Planning Board

SUBJECT: Planning Board Opinion on Zoning Text Amendment 05-02.

BOARD RECOMMENDATION
The Montgomery County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park
and Planning Commission reviewed Zoning Text Amendment No.05-02 at its
regular imeeting on Thursday, February 24, 2005. By a vote of 4-1, the Board
recommended that the text amendment be approved as modified and described
herein. '

The zoning text amendment proposes to establish a Transit Oriented Mixed Use
Zone (TOMX 2.0) to implement the recommendations in the Planning Board Draft
of the Shady Grove Sector Plan. Previously, the Planning Board reviewed this
text amendment on January 27, 2005 and forwarded it to the County Council.
Subsequent to its introduction, the Council has requested that the Board address
workforce housing and Transfer Development Rights (TDR's) for inclusion in the
proposed text amendment. | '

|
The Bdard strongly supports increasing the supply of workforce housing.
However, the Board does not believe that workforce housing can be required in
the zoning text amendment at this time, because the County has yet to create a
formal workforce housing program. It is our understanding that DHCA will study
creation of such a program. We welcome that initiative but do not believe it
prudent to include a workforce housing requirement in the ZTA until the specifics
of the program are decided. Asan alternative, the Board suggests including -
language in the Shady Grove Sector Plan that workforce housing is desired in
any future development there, and can be achieved through a number of
mechanisms. These mechanisms include a new legislative program and/or a

Montgomery County Planning Board, 8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Moryland 20910
Phone: [301) 495-4605, Fox: (301) 495-1320, E-mait: mcp-choirmon@mnoppc—m'o.org, WWW.mnNCPPC-Me.org




commitment that government-owned land will be made available only to
developers who agree to build some workforce housing. The Shady Grove
Sector Plan could specify the desired percentages of workforce housing,
recommend locations (private or publicly owned land) for this housing or
recommend legislation to create a workforce housing program.

The Board is anxious to increase the number of TDR receiving areas in the
County. However, the Board believes that the densities proposed in the Shady
Grove Sector Plan cannot be increased without compromising compatibility with
surrounding areas. The Board believes that to accommodate TDR's in this Plan,
the proposed densities would need to increase at the expense of other
recommendations contained in the Plan. Therefore, the Board does not support
the inclusion of TDR's in this zoning text amendment. The Board anticipates that
future Master Plans will provide a significant opportunity to accommodate TDR's.

Finally, the Planning Board made the following modifications to the subject text
amendment: '

1. Revise the Table of Permitted Uses - The following uses should be
included in the use table of the TOMX 2.0 Zone:

a) Group Day Care and Child Day Care should be permitted a
use instead of Special Exception use.

b) Advanced technology and biotechnology research and
development uses should be added to the use table.

c) Office, professional including banks and financial institutions
should include drive-in banks as a permitted use

2. Revise Streetscape Guidelines to eliminate the term “... and
crossing signals” from the text.
3 Add language that would permit properties with a minimum net lot

area of 18,000 square feet to subdivide after approval of a Project
Plan under the Optional Method of Development.

CERTIFICATION

This is to certify that the attached report is a true and correct copy of the
technical staff report and the foregoing is the recommendation adopted by the
Montgomery County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission on a motion of Vice Chair Perdue and seconded by
Commissioner Bryant with Commissioner Robinson and Chairman Berlage
voting in favor, and Commissioner Wellington voting against the motion, atits
regular meeting held in Silver Spring, Maryland on Thursday, February 24, 2005.

Chairman
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MEMORANDUM - Zoning Text Amendment
TO: . Montgomery County Planning Board

VIA: - John Carter, Chief I
. Community-Based Planning Division

FROM:  Karen Kumm Morris (301/495-4554) jdam
' Community-Based Planning Division

Gregory Russ
Development Review Division

& “»N’kosi Yearwood
“Community-Based Planning Division

SUBJECT: Zoning Text Amendment No. 05-02 Introduced by the. District Council at

the Request of the Planning Board: Amend the Zoning Ordinance to

Establish a New Transit Oriented Mixed-Use Zone
Shady Grove Sector Plan and Other Transit Station Areas

RE()OMMENDATIONS

The staff recommends approval to transmit comments to the County Council concerning
the recently introduced Zoning Text Amendment for a new Transit Station Zone (TOMX
2.0). This new zone is intended to implement the recommendations in the Planning

Board Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan. The following items summarize the

comments!

1. Revisions to the table of permitted uses - The following uses should be included
in the use table of the TOMX 2.0 Zone: :
a.  Group Day Care and Child Day Care should be permitted uses instead of
. Special Exceptions
b. | Advanced technology and biotechnology research and development uses
| should be added to the use table
2. Work Force Housing - The staff recommends the requirement of 10 percent of all
housing located on publicly owned land to be work force housing. This
requirement would produce approximately 452 units of work force housing in

addition 1o approximately 960 MPDUs.




3. Transfer of Development Rights - Allow the use of TDRs in the Planned'

Development (PD) Zone and the Residential Mixed-Use (RMX-2C) Zone. The
use of transfer of development rights in each of these zones would produce
approximately 164 TDRs.

INTRODUCTION

The Planning Board recommended the introduction of a Zoning Text Amendment for a
new Transit Station Zone to implement the Shady Grove Sector Plan on January 27,
2005. The County Council recently introduced the proposed Zoning Text Amendment
and requested additional comments from the Planning Board. A copy of the Zoning
Text Amendment and the staff report is enclosed.

ANALYSIS

During the last hearing to introduce the TOMX 2.0 Zone, the Planning Board suggested
changes to the table of permitted uses. During the recent work sessions, the PHED
Committee of the County Council requested that the Planning Board consider methods
to incorporate requirements for work force housing and transfer of development rights in
the new TOMX 2.0 Zone. The following paragraphs address these issues.

Revisions to the Table of Permitted Uses

Recommendations - The following uses should be included in the use table of the
TOMX 2.0 Zone:

. Group Day Care and Child Day Care should be permitted uses instead of Special
Exceptions
) Advanced technology and biotechnology research and development uses should

be added to the use table

Discussion — The Planning Board discussed the list of permitted uses on January 27,
2005. The Planning Board recommended that Group Day Care and Child Day Care be
permitted uses instead of Special Exceptions.

In addition, the Screening Committee recently recommended that advanced technology
and biotechnology research and development uses be added to the use table. These
uses are part of the recommendations in the Technology Corridor and Metro Station
Neighborhoods in the Shady Grove Sector Plan. These uses are also important in the
Twinbrook Sector Plan area. -

Work Force Housing

Recommendation - The staff recommends the requirement of 10 percent of all housing
located on publicly owned land to be work force housing. This requirement would
produce approximately 452 units of work force housing in addition to approximately 960
MPDUs.




Discussion - The County Council has requested that the Planning Board identify
options to include work force housing in the Shady Grove Sector Plan. The County
Council defines work force housing for the Shady Grove Sector Plan area as housing
that can puﬁchased or rented by individuals or tamilies that earn up to 120 percent of the
medium indome ($100,875 in 2002) in Montgomery County.  In addition, the County
Council requested that any options for work force housing incorporate the following:

. Additional work force housing should not increase the amount of housing already
proppsed in the Sector Plan

. Work force housing should not reduce the number of moderately priced dwelling
units

. Work force housing should be a minimum of 10 percent of the total housing in

each project

Options for Consideration

. Require 10 percent as part of any agreement with a private developer on publicly
owned land - 452 dwelling units of work force housing

. Requirement of 10 percent for approval of all projects in Shady Grove - 670
dwelling units of work force housing

. Reduirement of 10 percent for approval of the Optional Method of Development

in the TOMX 2.0 Zone - 395 dwelling units of work force housing

Table: Pujblicly Owned Land and Housing by Neighborhood in Shady Grove

: Total MPDUs Work Force
Neighborhood Zone Housing (15%) (10%)
Jeremiah Park PD-15 640 96 64
Metro West :

- WMATA TOMX 2.0 865 130 87
Metro South TOMX 2.0 - 908 137 91
Metro North

- WMATA TOMX 2.0 854 129 86
- DPWT TOMX 2.0 1220 183 122
- MCPS TOMX 2.0 12 0 2
Totals 4499 675 452

|
Conclusions - The staff recommends the use of a requirement on publicty owned land

for work force housing. All of the options require legistation (Chapter 25A or a new
Chapter 25B) to include work force housing. In addition, a method to monitor the price

of housing, and to establish time limits will be required. An implementing agency should

also be identified. The staff is presently working on & comprehensive examination of

work force housing in Montgomery County. A table of Housing Affordability Statistics is-

enclosed% for information. The initial work will be completed within the next two months.
Amendments to the zones should wait until this comprehensive examination is

completed.



Transfer of Development Rights

Recommendation — Aliow the use of TDRs in the Planned Development (PD) Zone
and the Residential Mixed-Use (RMX-2C) Zone. The use of transfer of development
rights in each of these zones would produce approximately 164 TDRs.

Discussion - The Planning Board considered the use of transfer of development rights
during the preparation of the Shady Grove Sector Plan. Supporting the preservation of
agricultural and rural open space in Montgomery County is a major consideration in the
preparation of all master plans.

Options for Consideration

) Allow the use of transfer of development rights in all neighborhoods zoned for
Planned Development (PD) or Residential Mixed-Use (RMX-2C) - 164 TDRs
. Requirement of 10 percent for approval of the Optional Method of Development

in the TOMX 2.0 Zone - 395 TDRs
. Both of the above options - 559 TDRs

Table: Transfer of Development Rights by Neighborhood in Shady Grove

Total TDRs
Neighborhood Zone Housing (10%)
JeremiahPark PD-15 640 64
Casey 7 PD-18 300 30
Metro East PD-15 and 35 362 37
Old Derwood PD-22 22 3
The Grove RMX-2C 300 30
Totals 1624 164

" Conclusions - The Planned Development (PD) Zone provides an incentive of 10

percent for the provision of transfer of development rights. The Residential Mixed-Use

(RMX-2C) Zone also includes an incentive for including the transfer of development
rights although this incentive must be included in the Shady Grove Sector Plan and
Sectional Map Amendment. The TOMX 2.0 Zone would need to be modified to include
an option for the use of transfer of development rights. The Planning Board did not
include the use of transfer of development rights in the TOMX 2.0 Zone. The areas
designated for the TOMX 2.0 Zone include several competing priorities as listed in the
following:

. Cost of providing MPDUs in high-rise structures

. Cost of relocating the County Service Park

. Need to relocate the existing Metro surface parking facilities into new parking
structures

. Requirement to construct a new street system in the Metro neighborhoods

. Requirement for amenities and facilities in the approval of the Optional Method of
Development in the TOMX 2.0 Zone

. Requirement to fund a new community center

4
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s that identifying additional locations for receiving areas for the use

of transfer of development rights should be a priority in each master plan and sector
plan. The Shady Grove Sector Plan includes the use of transfer of development rights.
Staff has begun an examination of the sending and receiving areas for the use of

transfer of development rights as part of a rural initiative.

The staff recognize

JAC:ha: a:\c}:arter4\PHED TOMX Zone

Attachments:
. Table of Housing Affordability Statistics

. MPDU Condominium Fee Analysis
. Staft Report, dated January 20, 2005




Housing Affordability Statistics
Montgomery County, 2003 and 2004

-

Home Sales Prices, 2003 and 2004
Sales: Median sales prices, Jan-Sepl 2003 compared to Jan-Sept 2004 (RTC, STAR)

Sales 2003 2004 % Increase
New Condo $261,410 $303,605 16.1%
Used Condo $170,000 $210,000 23.5%
New and used condo $172,000 $213,000 23.8%
New Townhouse $367,198 $414,088 12.8%
Used Townhouse $229,000 $274,000 19.7%
New and Used Townhouse $238,000 $281,000 18.1%

2003
income
needed

$86.300
$56,100
$56,800

$121,200
$75,600
$78,600

2004
income
needed

$100,200
$69,300
$70,300

$136,700
$90,400
$92,700

Note: There were 62 high-rise condo sales in 2003 (median price $344,000) and 70 high-fise condo sales in 2004 (median price: $307,000).
However, these were in a small number of buildings. Generally we believe thal new high-rise condos have similar prices o other new condos with

some very high-priced exceptions. New condos can sell for over $1 million.

Apartment Rents, 2003 and 2004
Rent: Average Tumover Rent, DHCA Survey

2003 2004 % Increase
Rents
1 bedroom $9380 $1,027 3.74%
2 bedroom $1,162 $1.211 4.22%
3 bedroom $1,448 $1,526 5.39%
All apartments 1111 1154 3.87%
Garden apartments 1032 1063 3.00%
Mid-rise apariments 1099 1148 4.46%
High-rise apartments 1282 1338 4.37%
Townhouse/piggyback 1386 1421 2.53%

Montgomery County Median Household Income Estimates
2002: Census Update Survey; 2003 and 2004: RTC balipark estimate

balipark est. ballpark est.

2002 2003 2004
median hhid  median hhid median hhid
income income income
$79,115 $81,241 $84.061

Washington MSA Median Family Income (Figure used by MPDU law)
Source: US Department of Health and Human Services

FY2003 FY2004
median family median family
income income

$84,800 $85,400

2003
income
needed

$39,600
$46,480
$57,920
$44,440
$41,280
$43,960
$51,280
$55,440

2004
income
needed

$41,080
$48,440
$61,040
$46,160
$42,520
$45,920
$53,520
$56.840



MPDU COI\'DOMINIUM FEE ANALYSIS
Montgomery County, ™MD
November 2004

At the request of the Montgomery County Department of Housing and Community Affairs,
Bolan Smart Associates has underiaken 2 brief analysis of the probable condominium fees
associated with several different formns of condominium development in Montgomery County.

The purpose of this analysis is rwofold:

]. To determine the probable MPDU condo fees for different kinds of development.

2. Todetermine if market rate buyers may in effect have 10 subsidize MPDU buyers.

Our findings and observations are as follows (see attached table):
|

a)

b)

g)

h)

Condo fees for a 1,000 square foot two-bedroom unit range from $270/month in a

mass-market low-rise development to $540+ in a 1,000 sf high-rise building.

The typical two-person MPDU household earning $48,000/year can afford 10 spend

$1360/month (34%) for housing exclusive of utilities and unit maintenance.
i .

Mi’DU buyers of typical mass-market low-tise apartments are Jikely to be able to

afford condo fees.

MPDU buyers of mid and high-rise units are 1ess Jikely 1o be able to afford probable

condo fees without spending more on housing costs than is prudent or feasible.

MPDU buyers of mid-rise apartments would need to speﬁ& $127/month more than is

i
feasible in order to cover their condo fees.
i

MPDU buyers of mid-priced high-rise apartments would need to spend $380/month

‘ - - .
more than is feasible 10 cover their condo fees.
| v

|
MPDU buyers of luxury hi gh-nse apartments would need to spend $540/month more

than is feasible to cover {heir condo fees.

1 .
Market rate buyers of mid and high-rise condo units may need to subsidize the condo

fees of MPDU purchasers by $18 to $77/month per market rate buyer, depending oD

building type in 2 typical 700-unit development with 12.5% (25) MPDUs. '@

BOLAN SMART ASSOCIATES



MPDU CONDOMINIUM FEE ANALYSIS
Montgomery County, MD

two-bedroom / two-person occupancy unit

Unit Size (sf)
Unit Market Price
MPDU Price

MPDU Annual Gross Income
MPDU Monthly Gross Income
MPDU Monthly Income for Housing (2) 34.00%

MPDU Monthly Mortgage Related Cost

principal & interest (95% fin, 30 yr 1erm) 6.00%
real estate taxes 1.15%
insurance 0.25%

total mortgage related cost

MPDU Available Income After Mortgage
MPDU Income Available for Condo Fees

Typical Monthly Condo Fees (per square foot)

monthly total
MPDU income available for condo fees

MPDU monthly condo fee deficit

Monthly Condo Fee Cost for 200 Unit Bldg.

market rate units income (175 units) .
MPDU monthly income (25 units @ 12.5%)

Monthly Surplus / Deficit for Entire Bldg.

Implied Market Unit Monthly Subsidy

implied market unit annual subsidy

Notes:
(2) net of utilities & unitl maintenance

Sources: M

low-rise mid-rise high-rise high-rise
2-4 story 4-6 story mid-priced luxury
1,000 sf] 1,000 sf] 1,000 sf] 1,000 sf]
$275,000 $350,000 $400,000 $550,000
$120,000 $160,000 $190,000 $210,000
$48,000 348,000 $48,000 $48,000
$4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000
$1,360 $1,360 $1,360 $1,360
$735 $980 $1,164 $1,287
$115 3153 3182 $201
325 333 340 244
3875 $1,167 $1,386 $1,532
$485 3193 ($26) (3172)
5485 5193 30 50
$0.27 $0.32 $0.39 $0.54
$270 3320 1390 $540
3485 3193 30 30
50 ($127) ($380) ($540)
$54,000 - $64,000 $78,000 $108,000
$47,250 $56,000 $68,250 $94,500
$6.750 $4.833 20 20
$54,000 $60,833 368,250 $94,500
30 (33,167) ($9,750) ($13,500)
30 318 356 377
$0 3237 3669 $926

ontgomery County Department of Housing and Community Affairs MPDU Section; Bolan Smart Associates (November 2004)
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Montgomery County Planning Board
VIA: John Carter, Chief_}A¢, Rose Krasnow, Chief
' Community-Based Planning Division Development Review Division
FROM:  Karen Kumm, Kathy Reilly and Cariton Gilbert and Greg Russ
N'kosi Yearwood Development Review Division

‘ Community-Based Planning Division

SUBJECT: Proposed Zoning Text Amendment
New Transit Oriented, Mixed Use Zone
: Shady Grove Sector Plan and Other Transit Station Areas

RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends approval to transmit comments to the County Council for
introduction of a text amendment for a new transit station zone. This new zone is
intended to implement the recommendations in the Planning Board Draft of the Shady
Grove Sector Plan.

INTRODUCTION

The Planning Board Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan recommends a new transit
station zone for the Metro West, Metro South and Metro North areas focated adjacent to
the Shady Grove Metro Station. The County Council requested the introduction of a
Zoning Text Amendment before the Shady Grove Sector Plan is approved. The PHED
Committee of the County Council will begin a series of work sessions on the Planning
Board Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan on January 25, 2005 with a tentative
conclusion at the end of February. In accordance with the request from the County
Council, this new zone for the Metro Neighborhoods in the Planning Board Draft of the
Shady Grove Sector Plan is recommended for review and introduction. After the
County Council has introduced the Zoning Text Amendment, the Planning Board will
have an additional opportunity to review and comment before final approval by the
County Council.

‘ .
MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK AND PLANNING, 8787 GEORGIA AVENUE, SILVER SPRING. MARYLAND 20910
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DESCRIPTION

This new mixed-use zone is.intended to foster the creation of a mixed-use center at the
Shady Grove Metro Station. The development standards match the recommendations
in the Planning Board Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan. The development review
process proposed in the new zone is similar to the techniques established for the CBD
Zones including the use of the Optional Method and Standard Method of Development.
The keys features of this new zone include the following:

. «guclidean Zone” Instead of “Floating Zone” - This zone will be applied by
the use of a Sectional Map Amendment after the Shady Grove Sector Plan is
approved. The development review process would be similar to the existing
«Euclidean” CBD Zones with an emphasis on establishing a mix of uses,
compatibility, design, and public facilities and amenities. This zone could be
used as a future replacement for the “floating” TS-R and TS-M Zones.

. Development Process - A standard and optional method of development
established in the CBD and RMX Zones would be included in the review process.
The review of a site plan would be required in both cases. The standard and
optional method of development proposed in the new zone in combination with
guidelines in the sector plan are intended to implement the recommendations in
the Planning Board Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan.

. Public Use Space, Public Facilities and Amenities - The proposed zone will
improve the existing TS-R and TS-M development standards for active and
passive recreation areas and public use space. Public use space, and facilities
amenities will be required. Transfer of public use space within the transit station

development area will be permitted.

. Encourage Housing Including Affordable Housing — The proposed new zone
would be established to provide a mix of uses including housing to address the
need for housing in Montgomery County near transit station areas. Bonus
densities would be a central part of the new zone to provide for moderately

priced dwelling units.

. 'List of Permitted Uses — The proposed new zone would expand on the uses
permitted in the CBD Zones to allow advanced technology and biotechnology
uses including a limited amount of manufacturing.

This new zone will be applicable to transit station areas outside of Central Business
Districts (CBDs). This zone and the development standards will be recommended for
use in the Staff Draft of the Twinbrook Sector Plan. This new Transit Station Zone
could also be used in other transit station areas located outside the existing CBDs
including other areas along the Metro Red Line, the future Corridor Cities Transitway,

and the Purple Line.




The following table provides a list of development standards for the Mixed Use 2.0 Zone
in the Shady Grove Area. In addition, the following table also provides a sample of the
development standards that could be used as a replacement for the TS-R and TS-M
Zones in future sector plans and master plans.

o

Development Standards: Mixed Use Zones for Transit Station Areas:

Mixed Use ' - | Mixed Use Mixed Use
20. - - |25 3.0
(Shady Grove) ' (TS-R replacement) (TS-M replacement)
Standard | Optional Standard Optional Standard Optional
: Method. - . | Method ™~ | Method Method Method Method
Minimum Net e B -
| Lot Area | - 18,000 . 18,000
Maximum Lo S
Allowable Density | 0.5 FAR "1 2. E 0.65 FAR 2.5 FAR 0.75 FAR 3.0 FAR
[ Maximum Building S
Coverage - 75% -
Maximum Building .
Heights: - 50 feet -
« From adjacent - 35 feet -
residentially
zoned property
Minimum Public
Use Space
(percent of ne{ lot A DR
area) i 10% - - 20% 10% 20% 10% 20%
« With MPDUs o ’
included on-site | 5% 20% 5% 20% 5% 20%
Notes: | ‘

1. The maximum building coverage and building height would be determined during thc
review of the project plan and site plan in a manner consistent with the applicable
sector plan or master plan. '

o The allowable density for the residential area could be increased in proportion to the
amount of the applicable bonus for including moderately priced dwelling units.

ANALYSIS,

This new zone is intended as a significant departuré from the existing methods of
review and development around transit stations located outside of CBDs. Itis intended
to position Montgomery County to meet the challenges of community building in the 21%
century. $taﬁ evaluated existing zones including the CBD, mixed-use, ‘and transit
station zones. Each of these zones has limitations. The following paragraphs provide a
brief analysis of the existing zones and other options considered for the Shady Grove

Sector PIar@.

Central Business District Zones N

The proposed zone recommends the use of the standard method and optional method
of development that is provided in the CBD Zones. Designating the Shady Grove area
as a Central Business District would be a significant land-use policy change and is not
appropriate given the major employment focus of CBDs. Instead of this significant

3




policy and land-use change, staff recommends the proposed new zone that would
achieve a compact, mixed-use, transit-oriented center not only at Shady Grove, but also
at the Twinbrook Metro Station area and other transit station areas of Montgomery
County. The proposed density in the Shady Grove Sector Plan is significantly less than
most of the density limitations in the CBD Zones. The list of permitted uses in the CBD
Zones also does not permit some of the advanced technology and biotechnology uses
including manufacturing needed in the Shady Grove Metro Station area.

TS-R and TS-M Zones

The Transit Station-Residential Zone (TS-R) and the Transit Station-Mixed Zone (TS-M)
have been used in areas surrounding transit stations, including the Friendship Heights,
Grosvenor, White Flint, and Twinbrook areas. These floating zones require considerable
time from the initial submission of the rezoning petition and County Council approval,
which is followed by approval of a preliminary plan and site plan. :

The TS-R and TS-M Zones require smaller land areas than other floating zones, 18,000
and 40,000 square feet, respectively. The densities exceed the recommendations for
the Shady Grove area (2.5 FAR for TS-R, and 3.0 FAR for TS-M). The TS-R and TS-M
Zones do not require public use space, and amenities and facilities recommended in the
Planning Board Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan. The lengthy process associated
with both zones has limited the potential of the zone. For example, the 1990 Shady
Grove Study Area Plan recommended 1,250 dwelling units and one million square feet
of commercial development under both the TS-R and TS-M Zones. To date, no
property has been redeveloped under this method.

Mixed-Use Zones (MXPD, MXN, and RMX)

The Mixed-Use Planned Development Zone (MXPD), and the Mixed-Use Neighborhood
Zone (MXN) are floating zones that have been used in the Clarksburg and Germantown
areas of Montgomery County to address the needs of new development instead of
redevelopment. These zones have not been used for development close to transit
stations for the following reasons.

. Minimum Lot Size - Minimum land area of 20 acres is required for both the
MXPD and the MXN Zones. This amount of land is often under single ownership
instead of the multiple owners surrounding transit station areas. Additionally, the
total density is limited to a FAR of 0.3 for the MXN Zone.

. Green Area Requirement - Both the MXPD and MXN Zones specify a 50
percent green area. Given the multiple land ownership that surrounds transit
stations, including Shady Grove and Twinbrook, a zone similar to a CBD Zone is
the best approach to encourage redevelopment, promote transit-oriented
development, and create an efficient review process.

. Density Limitations - Staff also examined the Residential-Mixed Use (RMX)
Zones. The RMX Zones, unlike the MXPD and the MXN Zones, are Euclidean
zones. The density of 30-40 dwelling units per acre for residential development
and a FAR of 0.35 to 0.5 in the RMX Zones is not sufficient for development
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adjacent to transit stations. The RMX Zones are useful in converting existing
commercial centers, such as Cabin John Center in Potomac, Glenmont Shopping

 Center, and The Grove Shopping Center into mixed-use centers, but lower
density in the RMX Zones is not appropriate for transit station areas.

Planned Development Zones

The Planned Development (PD) Zones allow densities from two to 100 dwelling units
per acre. The PD Zones do not allow the mix of uses recommended for the transit
station area in the Shady Grove Sector Plan. In addition, the green area requirement
for densities of 15 to 44 dwelling units per acre is 50 percent of the gross site area. This
amount of green area is difficult to achieve at transit centers. Higher densities in the PD
Zones reduce the green area to 30 percent of the gross tract area. PD zones generally
do not provide sufficient non-residential floor area to create a desirable mixed-use

neighborhood.

Comparison of Density in Other Transit Station Areas

The following table identifies the location, zone, and density for transit station areas
located outside the CBDs in Montgomery County. The density proposed in the new
zone is sim‘jlar to the density permitted in other areas not including the density permitted -

in the CBD Zones.

Table of Location, Zone, and Density for Other Transit Station Areas:

Location Zone Density
Friendship Heights TS-M FAR 3.0
Bethesda CBD TS-R FAR 2.5
Grosvenor: PD 75 75 DUs per acre
White Flint TS-M FAR 2.0
Twinbrook TS-R FAR 1.9

Shady Grove (Proposed)’ TOMX FAR1.5-20
Glenmont | TS-R 51 DUs per acre

CONCLUSION

The staff recommends the introduction of thie attached draft for a new transit station
zone to implement the recommendations in the Planning Board Draft of the Shady

Grove Sec;or Plan.

\
|
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Attachmeﬁts:
. Map of Shady Grove Metro Station Areas

. Draft of the New Zone
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AGENDA ITEM #5&7
September 6, 2005

Worksession
MEMORANDUM
August 30, 2005

TO: .~ County Council

FROM:  Ralph D. Wilson, Senior Legislative Analy.s-t—a\&JD

SUBJECT: Worksession — ZTA 05-05, Streetscape standatds in the I-1 zone.

PHED Recommendation. The Committee recommends that Planning Board staff discuss with
staff of the Department of Public Works and Transportation developing County-wide streetscape
standards. ZTA 05-05 would establish higher streetscape standards for development in the I-1
zone than exists for development in other zones. The Committee believes that if streetscape
guidelines are to be established, they should apply County-wide and not just to I-1 zoned
properties.

Backgzounq

The Shady Grove Sector Plan has as a general development objective the improvement of
the pedestrian environment through streetscape improvements. MD 355, the Oakmont Industrial
Park, and Crabbs Branch Parkway are identified in the Shady Grove Sector Plan as in need of an
improved pedestrian environment. ZTA 05-05 proposes to accomplish the plan’s streetscape
objectives in part by requiring that streetscape improvements be provided for projects developed
in the I-1/ zone. Existing I-1 development would be grandfathered; however, existing
development would be required to come into conformance with applicable streetscape guidelines
of the plan, if the gross floor area is increased by 25 percent or 7,500 square feet, whichever is
less. i '

|

Thc% requirement for existing I-1 projects to provide streetscape improvements was
debated at the public hearing. Witnesses in support of the proposal generally believe that ZTA
05-05 was a reasonable proposal for addressing the pedestrian environment problem in portions
of Shady Grove and would not burden existing businesses since the streetscape requirements
would come into play only if a business is creating a sizeable addition. Witnesses who testified
in oppositi@n to the proposal consisted mostly of I-1 property owners and tenants. It was argued
by this group that industrially development does not attract pedestrian traffic and that the ZTA




will serve as a disincentive to property owners and tenants to update and modernize their
facilities. The public hearing testimony is attached.

Council Staff Comments

ZTA 05-05 would require new development and expansions of existing development
over a certain number of square feet in the I-1 zone to come into compliance with sector plan
streetscape standards. The ZTA seeks to improve the pedestrian environment in the Shady
Grove Sector Plan area. However, the effects of ZTA 05-05 are not limited to the Shady Grove
Sector Plan and would apply to I-1 development throughout the County. This approach for
accomplishing streetscape objectives for Shady Grove is problematic. At a minimum, ZTA 05-
05 should be revised to limit its effects to the I-1 properties recommended in the Shady Grove
Sector Plan for streetscape improvements and not affect I-1 properties where master or sector
plan guidelines yet are to be considered.

7TA 05-05 would also establish a higher standard for development in the I-1 zone than
exists for development in other zones. All new development, regardless of zone classification,
must provide sidewalks and street tree plantings in accordance with design standards of the
Department of Public Works and Transportation. Existing development is not generally required
to comply with sidewalk and tree planting standards unless redevelopment is subject to
preliminary plan or site plan approval. Planning staff’s position is that over 90 percent of the I-1
properties in the County are now developed with uses under a preliminary plan, and expansions
or redevelopment may require only a building permit if under three stories or not a car
dealership. The argument is that since neither a preliminary plan or site plan would be required,
an opportunity will not exist to achieve County standards.

Councilmember Praisner raised the same issue as Council staff at the public hearing, that
under ZTA 05-05, I-1 development would be held to a higher standard than development in other
zones and requested that the Committee have a discussion of the need for streetscape
improvements countywide. Councilmember Praisner noted at the public hearing that some
sidewalks along residential roads abut the road without any provision for any tree buffer between
the sidewalk and the road, which under ZTA 05-05 appears to be a requirement for I-1
development. Planning staff’s response to Councilmember Praisner’s comments and issues
raised by Council staff are on circle 22-24.

Several I-1 automotive dealerships in the Shady Grove area testified that they have made
pedestrian improvements to the road frontage in front of their businesses. Sidewalks and above
ground utility poles currently exist on both sides of MD 355 from Indianola Avenue to Gude
Drive. A question raised at the hearing was whether the improvements on the east side of MD
355 would have to be replaced if not in strict compliance with current standards or sector plan
guidelines. Under ZTA 05-05, existing sidewalks not in compliance with code standards would
have to be replaced in order to construct a tree panel between the road and the sidewalk.

Council staff is not in support of ZTA 05-05 as introduced. At a minimum, ZTA 05-05
should be revised to limit its effects to the I-1 properties in the Shady Grove Sector Plan and not
affect I-1 properties where master or sector plan guidelines yet are to be considered. In any




event, Council staff believes ZTA 05-05 should apply prospectively and not establish a different
streetscape requirement for existing I-1 development than exists for development in other zones
with similar review requirements.

This packet includes: Circle #
ZTA 05-05 as introduced 1-4
Planning Bo?.rd Recommendation and Technical Staff Report 5-21
Memorandum dated June 7 from Planning Board Staff 22-24
Memorandum dated April 11 from Attoreys Larry Gordon and Paul Glasgow 25 -26
Public Hearing Transcript 27-43

f\wilson\ztas\2005 ztas\zta05-05\council memo 05-05.doc




Zoning Text Amendment No: 05-05

Concerning: Streetscape Requirements

in the I-1 zone
Draft No. & Date: 5 —03/23/05
Introduced: April 5, 2005

Public Hearing: May 10, 2005; 1:30 PM

Adopted:
Effective:
Ordinance No:

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION OF
THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT WITHIN
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: District Council at the request of the Planning Board

AN AMENDMENT to the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance for the purpose of:

”

- establishing streetscape requirements in the I-1 zone.

By amending the following section of the Montgomery County Zoning
Ordinance, Chapter 59 of the Montgomery County Code:

DIVISION 59-C-5  “INDUSTRIAL ZONES”
Section 59-C-5.4 “Special regulations.”
Section 59-C-5.41  “Special regulations-I-1 zone.

EXPLANATION: Boldface indicates a heading or a defined term.
Underlining indicates text that is added to existing laws
by the original text amendment.
[Single boldface brackets] indicate text that is deleted from
existing law by the original text amendment.
Double underlining indicates text that is added to the text
amendment by amendment.
[[Double boldface brackets]] indicate text that is deleted
from the text amendment by amendment.
% * * indicates existing law unaffected by the text amendment.




ORDINANCE

ng as the District Council for that

The County Céuncil for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitti
ntgomery County, Maryland,

portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Mo
approves the following ordinance:
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Zoning Text Amendment 05-05

Sec. 1. Division 59-C-5 is amended as follows:

DIVISION 59-C-5 INDUSTRIAL ZONES.

*

%

59-C-5.41. Special regulations-I-1 zone.

(a)

Off-street parking. The off-street parking required by [a]Article 59-E [shall]
must be provided on land which is in the I-1 zone unless provided through a

joint use agreement.

Streetscape. Streetscape improvements must be provided within or adjacent

to a street right-of-way to_improve safety, access, and attractiveness. The

streetscape must include continuous sidewalks, street tree plantings, lighting,

or other improvements. All streetscape improvements must be consistent with

the guidelines of the applicable approved and adopted master or sector plan.

Anvy development existing as of (ZTA Effective Date) must be brought into

compliance with the streetscape guidelines if any cumulative proposed

modifications expand the total floor area of all structures or buildings by more

than 25 percent or 7.500 square feet, whichever is less. Streetscape

improvements must be identified at the time of preliminary plan or site plan

review. If a preliminary plan or site plan review is not required, streetscape

improvements must be submitted to the Director and Planning Board, or 1ts

designee, for compliance with the applicable master or sector plan guidelines

before a building permit may be issued.

[(0)](c) Development above three stories. In order to encourage planned

development of employment centers, to preserve open space within such
developments, and generally to enhance the environment of large

employment centers, the height limit in this zone may be increased to 10
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Zoning Text Amendment 05-05

stories or 120 feet; provided, that the applicable approved and adopted master
plan dces not indicate that large employment centers are unsuitable for the
applicable site; and provided further that the following site development
standards and site plan review procedure shall be in effect. Development in
accordance with this subsection shall be subject to all of the requirements of

the I-1 zone except as spec1ﬁca11y modified herein.
x k%

Sec. 2. Effective date. This ordinance becomes effective 20 days after the

date of Couhcil adoption.

This is a correct copy of Council action.

Elda M. Dodson, CMC
Acting Clerk of the Council



wﬁ THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
- Office of the Chairman, Montgomery County Planning Board

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
May 5, 2005

TO: The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the
District Council for Maryland-Washington Regional District in
Montgomery County, Maryland

FROM: Montgomery County Planning Board

SUBJECT: Planning Board on Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment No. 05-05 |

BOARD RECOMMENDATION

The Montgomery County Planning Board of The Maryland—National Capital Park
and Planning Commission reviewed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment No. 05-05 at
its regular meeting on May 5, 2005. By a vote of 5-0, the Board recommends that the
text amendment be approved as amended with minor plain language modifications that
are included in the technical staff report. '

The Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan recommends improving the visual
character of MD 355, the Oakmont Industrial Park and Crabbs Branch Office Park with
streetscape provisions that will improve the pedestrian safety and overall character of
the street. ZTA 05-05 will require streetscape improvements for all I-1 zoned property in
the County in accordance with County road design standards and Sector and Master
Plan guidance for street rights-of-way. The Planning Board believes that this proposal
is an appropriate measure to further improve the pedestrian safety, access and
convenience throughout the County.

CERTIFICATION
This is to certify that the attached report is a true and correct copy of the technical staff

report and the foregoing is the recommendation adopted by the Montgomery County
Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, on a

Montgomery County Planning Board, 8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 2091 0
Phone: (301) 495-4605, Fax: (301) 495-1320, E-mail: mcp-chairman@mncppc-mc.org, www.mncppc-mc.orﬁ




motion of Commissioner Bryant, seconded by Vice-Chair Perdue, with Commissioners
Bryant, Robinson and Wellington, Vice-Chair Perdue and Chairman Berlage voting in
favor of the motion, at its regular meeting held in Silver Spring, Maryland on Thursday,

May 5, 2005.

e S Bty

Derick Berlage
Chairman

DB:gr



THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

MCPB
Items 6 & 7
05/05/05
DATE: April 29, 2005
TO: Montgomery County Planning Board
VIA: John Carter, Chief, Community-Based Plannin
Rose Krasnow, Chief, Development Review (15%/(

Carlton Gilbert, Zoning Supcrvisor/u\cw\ .

FROM: g?‘ﬂ(osi Yearwood and Karen KuryCommunity-Based Planning
Greg Russ, Zoning Coordinator

REVIEW TYPE:  Zoning Text Amendments

PURPOSE: To amend the Zoning Ordinance language based on
recommendations from the Draft Shady Grove Sector Plan .
Specifically, amend the Light Industrial (I-1) zone to require
streetscape provisions in the zone; and amend the Research and
Development (R&D) zone to allow an existing building matenials
and supply use, wholesale and retail, to be grandfathered as a
permitted use; and provide for site plan review for standard
method development in the R&D zone.

TEXT AMENDMENT: 05-05 and 05-06

REVIEW BASIS: Advisory to the County Council sitting as the District
Council, Chapter 59, the Zoning Ordinance
INTRODUCED BY: District Council at the request of the Planning Board

INTRODUCED DATE: April 5, 2005

PLANNING BOARD REVIEW: May 5, 2005
PUBLIC HEARING: May 10, 2005, 1:30 PM

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL with modifications (for both
applications)

PURPOSE OF THE TEXT AMENDMENTS

To amend the Zoning Ordinance language based on recommendations from the Draft
Shady Grove Sector Plan. The Sector Plan includes recommendations for two text
amendments as follows:

MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK AND PLANNING, 8787 GEORGIA AVENUE, SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
WWW.mncppe.org 7




1. ZTA No. 05-05: Amend the Light Industrial (I-1) zone to require streetscape
provisions in the zone;

2. ZTA No. 05-06: Amend the Research and Development (R&D) zone to allow
an existing building materials and supply use, wholesale and retail, to be

grandfathered as a permitted use; and provide for site plan review for standard
method development in the R&D zone.

BACKGROUND
ZTA 05-05

The Draft of the Shady Grove Plan recommends improving the visual character of

MD 355, the Oakmont Industrial Park and Crabbs Branch Office Park with streetscape
provisions that will improve the pedestrian safety and overall character of the street.
Specifically, pedestrians are forced either to walk in the street, as in the Oakmont instance, or
along MD 355 where the sidewalk abuts the road. This amendment will require streetscape
improvements for all I-1 zoned property. -

ZTA 05-06

The Planning Board Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan recommends rezoning the
existing Great Indoors property, located along Shady Grove Road, from I-1 (Light
Industrial) to R&D (Research and Development) and I-3 (Technology and Business
Park) using the optional provisions. To avoid creating a nonconforming use and
building size under the R&D zone for the Great Indoors (this use not permitted in the
R&D zone), 2 text amendment is required to allow the existing building materials and
supplies use as a grandfathered use in the R&D zone. .

The Draft Plan also recommends the development of the Shady Grove Technology Corridor
using the Research and Development (R&D) and I-3 zone as the implementation measure. Site
plan review is required only in the R&D optional method of development and not in the standard
method of development. In order to achieve the objectives of the Sector Plan and to encourage
better site design for the Technology Corridor, staff recommends requiring site plan review for
the standard method of development in the R&D zone. This requirement will ensure a character
that can compete in the market place and attract quality R&D businesses.

The propo%ed text amendments were reviewed by the Planning Board on February 24, 2005,
for transmittal to the County Council for introduction. Since that time, minor modifications
(plain language and stylistic) were made to the text by the Zoning Screening Committee.

ANALYSIS
1

ZTA 05-05




This amendment will require streetscape improvements for all I-1 zoned property n
accordance with County road design standards and Sector and Master Plan guidance for
street rights-of-way to improve pedestrian safety, access and convenience. Streetscape
improvements will be triggered at the time of preliminary and/or site plan approval.
Site plan is required in the I-1 zone for buildings that are more than 3 stories or 42 feet
in height and automobile sales and businesses, such as car dealerships.

The Shady Grove Planning Area has a significant amount of I-1 zoned land,
approximately 544 acres. The Crabbs Branch Office Park, along Crabbs Branch Way
and near Gude Drive, is developed under I-1 zoning, as is the MD 355 Corridor and the
Oakmont Industrial area. Other light industrial properties are in the Fairland, Silver
Spring, Upper Rock Creek, Germantown areas and in portions of the AirPark.

The streetscape requirement must achieve continuous sidewalks, street tree plantings, lighting
or other improvements and must be consistent with the recommendations and guidelines of the
relevant approved master or sector plan and approved streetscape plans.

ZTA 05-06

The current use category of the Great Indoors, building materials and supply, wholesale
and retail, is permitted in the I-1 zone but not the R& D zone. Under the I-3 zone, a
building materials and supplies use is allowed if the use existed prior to June 6, 1989.

Using the R&D and I-3 zones creates a ceiling on the amount of development on the
Great Indoors property, should the site redevelop. Under the existing I-1 zone, there is
no FAR limitation. The goal of the proposed text amendment is to grandfather the use
into the R&D zone and to create a conforming use.

The following chart illustrates the amount of development allowed under each zoning
category:

Great Indoors | Existing R& D I-3 standards
Land Area development standards
: (square feet)
13.65 acres 210, 200 square 178, 508 sq. ft | 297, 514 sq. ft
feet @ 0.35 FAR | (@ .3 FAR) (@ .5 FAR)
(I-1 standard) standard standard
method method
297,514
sq. ft.
(@ .S FAR)
optional
method




RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that proposed ZTA Nos. 05-05 and 06, to address Shady Grove Sector
Plan recorpmendations, be approved as modified slightly to make plain language text changes.

Attachments 1 and 2 depi

ct the proposed amendments as modified by staff.

Attachmerits

1. Zoning Text Amendment No. 05-05

2. 7oning Text Amendment No. 05-06

3. Transmittal Letter from Planning Board to Tom Perez, Council President




AT1..CHMENT 1

Zoning Text Amendment No: 05-05
Concerning: Streetscape Requirements
in the I-1 zone

Draft No. & Date: 5 —03/23/05
Introduced: April 5, 2005

Public Hearing: May 10, 2005; 1:30 PM
Adopted:

Effective:

Ordinance No:

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION OF
THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT WITHIN
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: District Council at the request of the Planning Board

‘AN AMENDMENT to the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance for the purpose of:

- establishing streetscape requirements in the I-1 zone.

By amending the following section of the Montgomery County Zoning
Ordinance, Chapter 59 of the Montgomery County Code:

DIVISION 59-C-5  “INDUSTRIAL ZONES”
Section 59-C-5.4 “Special regulations.”
Section 59-C-5.41  “Special regulations-I-1 zone.

"

EXPLANATION: Boldface indicates a heading or a defined term.
Underlining indicates text that is added to existing laws
by the original text amendment.
[Single boldface brackets] indicate text that is deleted from
existing law by the original text amendment.
Double underlining indicates text that is added to the text
amendment by amendment.
[[Double boldface brackets]] indicate text that is deleted
from the text amendment by amendment.
* * ¥ indicates existing law unaffected by the text amendment.




ORDINANCE

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the District Council for that
portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Monigomery County, Maryland,

approves the following ordinance:
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Zoning Text Amendment 05-05

Sec. 1. Division 59-C-5 is amended as follows:

DIVISION 59-C-5 INDUSTRIAL ZONES.

*

*

59-C-5.41. Special regulations-I-1 zone.

(a)

Off-street parking. The off-street parking required by [a]Article 59-E [shall]
must be provided on land which is in the I-1 zone unless provided through a

joint use agreement.

Streetscape. Streetscape improvements must be provided within or adjacent

to a street right-of-way to improve safety, access, and attractiveness. The

streetscape must include continuous sidewalks, street tree plantings, lighting,

or other improvements. All streetscape improvements must be consistent with

the guidelines of the applicable approved and adopted master or sector plan.

Any development existing as of (ZTA Effective Date) must be brought into

compliance with the streetscape guidelines if any cumulative proposed

modifications expand the total floor area of all structures or buildings by more

than 25 percent or 7.500 square feet, whichever is less. Streetscape

improvements must be identified at the time of preliminary plan or site plan

review. If a preliminary plan or site plan review is not required, streetscape

improvements must be submitted to the Director and Planning Board, or its

designee, for compliance with the applicable master or sector plan guidelines

before a building permit may be [[issued]] issued.

[(b)](c) Development above three stories. In order to encourage planned

development of employment centers, to preserve open space within such
developments, and generally to enhance the environment of large

employment centers, the height limit in this zone may be increased to 10
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Zoning Text . ..oendment 05-05

stories or 120 feet; provided, that the applicable approved and adopted master
plan does not indicate that large employment centers are unsuitable for the
applicable site; and provided further that the following site development
standards and site plan review procedure shall be in effect. Development in
accordance with this subsection shall be subject to all of the requirements of

the I-1 zone except as specifically modified herein.
* * ¥

Sec. 2. Effective date. This ordinance becomes effective 20 days after the

date of Coundil adoption.

This is a correct copy of Council action.

Elda M. Dodson, CMC
Acting Clerk of the Council



ATTACHMENT 2

Zoning Text Amendment No: 05-06
Concerning: Building Materials & Supplies
in the R&D Zone

Draft No. & Date: 3—03/15/05

Introduced: April 5, 2005

Public Hearing: May 10, 2005; 1:30 PM
Adopted:

Effective:]

Ordinance No:

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION OF
THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT WITHIN
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: District Council at the request of the Planning Board

AN AMENDMENT to the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance for the purpose of:

- allowing a building materials and supplies store as a permitted use in the Research

and Development (R&D) zone under certain circumstances, and
- requiring site plan review for standard method development in the R&D zone,

after a certain date.

By amending the following section of the Montgomery County Zoning
Ordinance, Chapter 59 of the Montgomery County Code:

DIVISION 59-C-5  “INDUSTRIAL ZONES”

Section 59-C-5.2 “Land uses”

Section 59-C-5.45  “Special regulations-R&D zone.”

ARTICLE 59-D “ZONING DISTRICTS—APPROVAL PROCEDURES *

EXPLANATION: Boldface indicates a heading or a defined term.
Underlining indicates text that is added to existing laws
by the original text amendment.
[Single boldface brackets] indicate text that is deleted from
existing law by the original text amendment.
Double underlining indicates text that is added to the text
amendment by amendment.
[[Double boldface brackets]] indicate text that is deleted
from the text amendment by amendment.
* * * indicates existing law unaffected by the text amendment.




ORDINANCE

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the District Council for that
portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Montgomery County, Maryland,
approves the following ordinance:
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Zoning Text Ain.cndment 05-06

Sec. 1. Division 59-C-5 is amended as follows:
DIVISION 59-C-5 INDUSTRIAL ZONES.

*x % ¥

59-C-5.2. Land uses.

* %k %

I-1 1-2 1-3 1-4 LSC

(d) Commercial.

* * %

Building material[s] and

[supplies] supply,
wholesale and retail.? P P P P*

* QOnly if a building permit was issued before the property was classified to the

R&D zone. Any building material and supply use for which a building

permit was issued before the property was classified to the R&D zone is a

conforming_use and may be modified, reconstructed, or enlarged in

accordance with the standards of the zone in effect for | [al]l the property

before the property was reclassified to the R&D zone.

* k%

59-C-5.45. Special regulations-R&D zone.

* ¥ 3k

(b)

Standard method of -Development. Under the standard method of

development a site plan must be filed with the Planning Board under 59-D-3.

([b]c) Optional method of development. In order to encourage the orderly
group:ing and planned development of research and development projects at
higher densities than permitted under the standard method of development,

[the following] an optional method of development project may be

[permitted, provided] approved. if: (1) [it] the project is not inconsistent with
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Zoning Text , .endment 05-06

the applicable approved and adopted master plan; and (2) [provided that] the

requ1rements for site plan approval [contained in division] under Division

59-D-3 are met. If the optional method of development is used, all the
[normal] standard requirements of the R&D zone will be in effect, except as
follows: |
*
Sec. 2. Article 59-D is amended as follows:
ARTICLE 59-D. ZONING DISTRICTS—APPROVAL
PROCEDURES.

INTRODUCTION

*

The following table is provided for the convenience of the public, citing the
appropriate sections of Article 59-C and indicating the type of plans required
in each zone. In the event of any conflict between this table and the

;)rovisibns of Article 59-C, the latter must govern.

Plan Approvals Required

Zone ‘ Section Development | Project Plan Site Plan Diagrammatic

Number Plan (Division | Optional Method | (Division 59-D-3) Plan (Division
1 59-D-1) (Division 59-D-2) _ 59-D-4)

R&D OX
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Sec. 3. Effective date. This ordinance becomes effective 20 days after the

date of Council adoption.

This is a correct copy of Council action.

Elda M. Dodson, CMC
Acting Clerk of the Council




ATITACHMENT 3

%ﬁ THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
Office of the Chairman, Monigomery County Plonning Boord

March 1, 2005

The Honorable Tom Perez, President
Montgomery County Council

Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue, Room 501
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Re: Planning Board Recommendation on Transmittal to County
Council for Introduction of two Zoning Text Amendments
based on recommendations from the Shady Grove Sector
Plan

7\ ?’,‘ ‘
Dear M/r,PErez and Councilmembers:

On February 24, 2005, the Planning Board approved the transmittal to the District
Council of two zoning text amendments that are related 1o recommendations in
the Shady Grove Sector Plan. The Planning Board recommends that the Council
introduce these text amendments. ~

The text amendments propose to:

1. Allow a building materials and supplies store as a grandfathered permitted
use in the R&D zone and require site plan review for all development in
the R&D zone;

o Establish streetscape requirements in the 1-1 zone.

The two text amendments as recommended by the Planning Board are included
as Attachm}ent 1. .

Backgrourﬁd

Building Materials and Supplies in the R&D Zone/ Site Plan Review for all
development in the R&D Zone

The Planning Board Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan recommends rezoning
the existing Great Indoors property, along Shady Grove Road, from I-1 (Light
Industrial) to R&D (Research and Development) and [-3 (Technology and

Montgormery County Plonning Board, 8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring. Marylond 20910
~one: [301) 495-4605, Fax: (301) 495-1320, £ .rmail: mcp-chairman@mneppe-mc. org, Wwww. mnNcpPPC-MEe.of



Business Park) using the optional provisions. To avoid creating a nonconforming
use and building size under the R&D zone for the Great Indoors, a text
amendment is required to allow the existing building materials and supplies use
as a grandfathered use in the R&D zone.

The Draft Plan further recommends the development of the Shady Grove
Technology Corridor using the Research and Development (R&D) and {-3 zone
as the implementation measure. Site plan review is required only in the R&D
optional method of development and not the standard method of development. In
order to achieve the objectives of the Sector Plan and to encourage better site
design for the Technology Corridor, the Board recommends requiring site plan
review for the standard and optional methods of development in the R&D zone.
This requirement will ensure a character that can compete in the market place
and attract quality R&D businesses throughout the County.

Establishing Streetscape Requirements in the I-1 Zone

The Draft of the Shady Grove Plan also recommends improving the visual
character of MD 355, the Oakmont Industrial Park and Crabbs Branch Office
Park with streetscape provisions that will improve the pedestrian safety and
overall character of the street. Specifically, pedestrians are either forced to walk
in the street, as in the Oakmont instance, of along MD 355 where the sidewalk

abuts the road.

This amendment will require streetscape improvements in the |-1 Zone
throughout the County, in accordance with County road design standards and
Sector and Master Plan guidance for street rights-of-way, to improve pedestrian
'safety, access and convenience. Streetscape improvements will be triggered at
the time of preliminary and/or site plan approval and for existing development
where expansion of the gross floor area reaches 25% or 7,500 square feet,
whichever is less.

The Planning Board recommends that the text amendments be introduced by the
District Council. Members of the Planning Board and staff of the Department of
Park and Planning are available to assist the Council in the review of the
proposed text amendments necessary to implement our recommendations.

Sincerely,
\

S

Derick P. Berlage,
Chairman
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June 7, 2005
Memorandum
To: j Ralph Wilson, Zoning Legislative Analyst
From: . Karen Kumin Morris, Lead Planner e,

. N'kosi Yearwood, Planner y¢ 4, -

Shady Grove Sector Plan

Subject: | T-1 Zone Streetscape, Zoning Text Amendment 05-05
Need for Text Amendment

1-1 zoned fand in the County is mostly developed with older road code standards, at a time when
sidewalks were not required and sometimes when even no curbs were instatled. Current road
code standards that reflcct more pedestrian friendly standards need to be retrofitted into (hese
industrial arcas when redevelopment occurs. As the County continues to urbanize, walking and
transit ridership need to be accommodated.

Old standards with the sidewalk located at the curb were replaced with new standards in the mid
1990's because the old standard placed pedestrians next to travel lanes and discouraged walking.
During winter months snow piled up on the sidewalk and madc sidewalks u‘nwalkablc'. (Sce
attached photographs).

Achicving the County's current road code standard or streetscape improvements does not happen
under current requirements since there is o site plan review for I-1 zoned land (except for car
dealerships and building above three stori es) and building permits do not typically require right-
of way improvements of this natare. This text amendment will help ensure that when significant
redevelopment occurs, the current road code standards will be achieved through conformance (o
the streetscape guidelines of the applicable master plan.

Why Sthld This Zone Have Streetscape Requirements and Not Other Zones ?

When a prloperty develops ot redevelops, all zoncs require a preliminary plan if Jund is being
subdivided or if additional density is being proposed above what previous preliminary plans had
approved and in some zones site plan review also is required, Tn these cases when preliminary
plans mld/p.r. site plan are required, current County Road Code standards and streetscape
requirements of a master plan typically are required. These requirements are applied to all zonos
during the preliminary and site plan processes, :

However, over 90% of the I-1 zoned properties in the County arc already developed with uges
under approved preliminary plans, and cxpansions ot redevelopment may only require a building
permit if under three stories or not a car dealership. Since no site plan is requited in the zone




JUN-B9-20885 11:39 FROM: T0: 2487777888 P.374

(unlcss the usc is a car dealership and over three stories), there will not be an opportunity to
achieve county standards or master plan streetscape improvements. Typically, building permits
that do not have preliminary plan or site plans are not required Lo improve the right of way.

ft is the County's policy to improve pedestrian access and safety. This text amendment assures
that T-1 zoned properties, the majority of which will not have site plan review, will not remain

unimproved and undesirable for pedestrian use.

What the Text amendment Will Achieve

When significant redcvelopment occurs, as defined by more 25% of existing floor area or 7,500
square feet which ever is less, such projects will require conformance to the streetscape
requirements of the applicable master plan. Tn most cascs, that will mean installing the current
county standards of a curb, lawn pancl with a strect tree, and a minimum of a 5-foot concrete
sidewalk. Retrofitting this standard into an existing situation will require working around
existing overhead utilities, fire hydrants, bus stops, traffic control boxes and other utilitics. It
does not require relocation or undergrounding of existing utilitics. It will not result in tearing
down existing buildings becausc all improvemcents will occur within the right-of-way.

Master plans typically do not recommend special, “upgraded” streetscape within I-1 zoned arcas.

Typically, upgraded streetscape standards in master plans that call for special paving, custom
lighting and larger caliper tree sizes, are reconunended for mixed used zones such as the CBD’s,
RMX, and MXPD zones.

How It Will Be Implemented

Decvclopment that requires a prefiminary plan or site plan will be review by M-NCPPC and
applicable streetscape improvements will be required at that time. A public hearing ensurcs that
the property owner has the opportunity to resolve issues and address specitic problems. If the
development plan only requircs a building permit, then a staff administered review will takc
place as designee to the Director and Planning Board. This process does not result in uny
additional steps then would be otherwise required and will help ensure a stream-lined review in
tandem with the bailding permit review.

A Recent Example of I-1 Zoned Streetscape Improvements

The Lexus Dealership along MD 355 recently received site plan approval of a significant
expansion of their dealership. The company supported the staff recommended streetscape
requirements (in this case the current county standards) that required relocation of the sidewalk
back behind the tree pancl and ncw street trees becausc they felt that it would improvce their curb
appeal. No utility relocations were required, no adjustments to their proposed buildings were
affected by this requirement, and no additional procedural steps were required.  For properties
without the site plan requirement, the text amendment will ensure that the county standacd will
be achieved.
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Exnstmg ROW’s adjacent to |- 1 Zoned Propertles

Vnew of Oakmont Avenue ‘
Old County Road Code Standard

View o MD 355
Old County Road Code Standard

Vlew of MD 355

Current Cbuhty Road Code Standard



301-230-6576
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MEMORANDUM

To: Montgomery County Council PHED Committee
- Councilmember Steve Silverman, Chair
- Councilmember Marilyn Praisner
- Councilmember Nancy Floreen

From: Larry Gordon, Esq. (Attorneys for EDP)
Paul Glasgow, Esq. (Attorneys for Royco)

Re: Shady Grove Sector Plan,
Request for Grandfathering of MD 355 South Corridor from Proposed Streetscape
Provisions in Conjunction with Pending I-1 Zone Text Amendment

Date: April 11, 2005

{6 ——

This Memorandum is submitted on behalf of Eastern Diversified Properties, Inc. (“EDP”)
and Royco, Inc. (“Royco”) to request grandfathering of the MD 355 South Corridor from the
above-referenced proposed streetscape provisions until such time as these properties redevelop
for residential or mixed use residential purposes. The MD 355 South Corridor (“Corridor’)
extends from Paramount Drive southward to the southernmost boundary of the Sector Plan south
of Gude Drive. All of the properties in the Corridor are and will remain zoned I-1. As such, they
would all be subject to the pending [-1 Zoning Text Amendment (“ZTA”) through which the
proposed Sector Plan streetscape recommendations would be implemented. 1t is further noted
that none of the properties within the Corridor will receive any density bonus or expansion of
allowable use categories through the Sector Plan or I-1 ZTA.

In support of their request for grandfathering, EDP and Royco note the
following:

1) The existing auto-related uses on all of EDP’s and Royco’s properties in
the Corridor (and which auto-related uses predominate on other Corridor properties) are
anticipated to remain in place for the foreseeable future. This is due to recent new
dealership development and existing dealership upgrades, as well as property leases
which extend for up to 20 years.



2) Streetscape, 8-foot wide concrete sidewalks, and above-ground utility
poles currently exist along both sides of MD Route 355 in the Corridor. These existing
improvements would have to be relocated to comply with the Sector Plan streetscape
recommendations at substantial cost to the property owners and would act as a
disincentive for the property owners (0 undertake future renovations and improvements
to their properties.

3) Attempts to encourage more pedestrian and bicycle use in the Corridor
will conflict with the existing auto-related uses and multiple curb cuts that are
anticipated to remain in place for the foreseeable future.

4) Shady Grove Metro patrons are not currently walking and are not likely
in the future to walk from that Metro to the Montgomery College Shady Grove campus
given that: (i) the Rockville Metro Station is at least ¥ mile closer to the campus than
the Shady Grove Station (which Shady Grove Station is some 1.5 miles from the
campus); and (ii) Montgomery College students are afforded free Ride-On bus service.

5) The same proposed streetscape treatment is not likely to occur on the
west (i.e., Rockville City) side of MD Route 355 given the recent development of the
adjacent King Farm community and Celera campus. Moreover, the existing location of
sidewalks and above-ground utility poles on the west side of the street match the
existing location on the east (i.e., Montgomery County) side.

6) The addition of significant landscape improvements along the frontage of
existing Corridor auto dealerships (both by itself and particularly in combination with
any existing slopes) would impede visibility of display vehicles, showrooms, and poinfs
of ingress and egress to MD Route 355.

For any or all of these reasons, EDP and Royco which, collectively, own a
substantial majority of the acreage in the MD 355 South Corridor, respectively request
that the MD 355 South Corridor be grandfathered from the streetscape provisions found
at pages 74 through 78 and the I-1 Zone streetscape amendment recommendation
contained at page 101 of the July 2004 Planning Board Draft Sector Plan.

cc:  Ms. Marlene Michaelson
Dr. Glenn Orlin
Paul Glasgow, Esg.
Mr. Dan Noell
Mr. Hamid Fallahi
Mr. Ed Papazian

G\l 28\Darcars\Paramount-Mont. CtAPHED meetings\Grandfathering from I-1 Zone Streetscapingdoc
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May 10, 2005

AGENDA 'ITEM NUMBER 14, THIS IS A PUBLIC HEARING ON ZONING T
AMENDMENT 05-05, WHICH WOULD AMEND THE ZONING ORDINANCE TO
ESTABLISH STREETSCAPE REQUIREMENTS IN THE I-1 TO IMPROVE
PEDEST#IAN SAFETY AND THE VISUAL CHARACTER OF MARYLAND 355,
THE OAKMONT INDUSTRIAL PARK AND CRABB'S BRANCH PARKWAY. THE
ZONING;TEXT AMENDMENT WOULD IMPLEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
SHADY GROVE MASTER PLAN. PERSONS WISHING TO SUBMIT ADDITIONAL
MATERIAL FOR THE COUNCIL'S CONSIDERATION SHOULD DO SO BEFORE
CLOSE‘OF.BUSINESS MAY 24TH, 2005. THE COMMITTEE WORK SESSION
IS TE&TATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR JUNE 13TH, 2005. YOU CAN CALL
240-777-7900 TO CONFIRM THE TIME AND DATE. BEFORE BEGINNiNG
PRESE#TATION PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS CLEARLY FOR
THE RECORD. OUR FIRST SPEAKER, GREG RUSS. THAT IS AN INCORRECT

STATEMENT OF HOW MUCH TIME YOU HAVE. YOU HAVE THREE MINUTES.

MR. RUSS: OKAY. THANK YOU, MR. PRESIDENT. FOR THE RECORD, GREG

RUSS ?ROM THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD. THE PLANNING
BOARD;REVIEWED ZONING ORDNANCE TEXT AMENDMENT NUMBER 05-05 AT
ITS R?GULAR MEETING ON MAY 5TH, 2005. THE BOARD UNANIMOUSLY
RECO@MENDS THAT THE TEXT AMENDMENT BE APPROVED AS AMENDED WITH
MINO% PLAIN LANGUAGE MODIFICATIONS THAT ARE INCLUDED IN THE
TECHNICAL STAFF REPORT YOU HAVE BEFORE YOU. THE DRAFT OF THE

SHADﬁ GROVE SECTOR PLAN RECOMMENDS IMPROVING THE VISUAL

CHARACTER OF MARYLAND 355, THE OAKMONT INDUSTRIAL PARK AND

CRABB'S BRANCH OFFICE PARK WITH STREETSCAPE PROVISIONS THAT

TRIS ranscript Nas Deen prepared Tom Television Closed capuonmg ant T T R
for its form or content. Please note that errors and or gmissions may have occurred
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l WILL IMPROVE THE PEDESTRIAN SAFETY AND OVERALL CHARACTER OF
2 THE STREET. THE Z.T.A. WILL REQUIRE STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS
3 FOR ALL I-1 ZONED PROPERTY IN THE COUNTY IN ACCORDANCE WITH
4 COUNTY ROAD.DESIGN STANDARDS AND SECTOR AND MASTER PLAN

5 GUIDANCE FOR STREET RIGHTS OF WAY. THE PﬁANNING BOARD BELIEVES
6 THAT THIS PROPOSAL IS AN APPROPRIATE MEASURE TO FURTHER

7 IMPROVE THE PEDESTRIAN SAFETY, ACCESS AND CONVENIENCE

'8 THROUGHOUT THE COUNTY. THANK YOU, MR. PRESIDENT.

10 CoOUNCIL PRESIDENT PEREZ: THANK YOU. I SEE NO QUESTIONS. NEXT
411 PANEL? THANK YOU, MR. RUSS. NEXT PANEL, SHELLY WINKLER, TOWN
{12 OF wASHINGTON GROVE, LARRY GORDON, EASTERN DIVERSIFIED

{13  DPROPERTIES, DAN NOELL, DARCARS, PAUT. GLASGOW, JUDY KOENICK AND
14 DIANA HELLER. MS. WINKLER?

§ 15

116 MS. WINKLER: GOOD AFTERNOON. I'M SHELLY WINKLER AND I'M

;}17 SPEAKING TODAY ON BEHALF OF JOHN COMPTON, MAYOR OF THE TOWN OF
;118 WASHINGTON GROVE. WE STRONGLY SUPPORT THE TEXT AMENDMENTS 05
19 AND 06 BEFORE YOU. AS THE URBANIZATION OF OUR COUNTY

‘F20 INTENSIFIES IT'S TIME TO ENSURE THAT SITE PLAN REVIEW IS

$21  REQUIRED FOR STANDARD METHOD R&D DEVELOPMENT. SITE PLAN REVIEW
?122 PROVIDES A NEEDED TOOL TO ENCOURAGE ATTRACTIVE R&D ZONES,

€623 WHICH WILL BRING NEW R&D DEVELOPMENT TO THE COUNTY. AND NOW

THAT THE COUNTY IS ACTIVELY CREATING R&D ZONES ADJACENT TO

INTENSE RESIDENTIAL AREAS, THE GOVERNMENT MUST ENSURE THAT THE

TTTNG IransCript Nas Deen preparea rom television closed captoning and 1s notcermied. 30
for its form or content. Please note that errors and or omissions may have occurred.
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BLEND OF USES WORKS FOR THE WHOLE COMMUNITY AS EACH

DEVELOPMENT IS BUILT. OUR AREA CONTAINS MANY I-1 PROPERTIES
WHICH WERE DEVELOPED BEFORE ANY SITE PLAN REVIEW, INCLUDING
STREETSCAPE REQUIREMENTS, WERE IN PLACE. MOST OF THOSE
PROPERTIES ARE DIFFICULT, IF NOT TREACHERQUS, TO PASS AS A !
PEDESTRIAN. MANY HAVE NO SIDEWALKS AND PEDESTRIANS ARE FORCED 'EE?
TO WALK ON THE STREET. OAKMONT AVENUE AND THE 355 SHADY GROVE
ROAD AREAS ARE CASES IN POINT. EYESORE ROADS WHERE PEDESTRIANS
ARE AN AFTERTHOUGHT AT BEST AND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE
DISCOURAGES PEDESTRIAN USE. EVEN PROPERTIES WITH LIMITED
SIDEWALKS, SUCH AS MANY ALONG 355, HAVE SIDEWALKS ADJACENT TO
CURBSJ IN RAINY WEATHER THE CARS GOING 50 MILES AN HOUR ARE
SPLASHING PEDESTRIANS AND WHEN PLOWS PILE SNOW ALONG SIDE THE
ROAD, THE SIDEWALKS DISAPPEAR ALTOGETHER. THIS IS AN EXCELLENT
OPPORTUNITY FOR THE COUNTY TO CORRECT THE LACK OF ADEQUATE

STREETSCAPE PERMITTED AT A TIME WHEN THERE WAS NO EXPECTATION

OF PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC AND TO IMPROVE THE STREET ENVIRONMENT AT .

THE SAME TIME. THIS AMENDMENT ADDRESSES THIS PROBLEM IN A
RESTRAINED WAY, COMES INTO PLAY ONLY IF A BUSINESS IS CREATING:Q?f
A SIZABLE ADDITION, NOT FOR RENOVATION OF THE CURRENT BUILDING '
AREA. THIS AMENDMENT MAY WELL HELP INDUSTRIAL BUSINESSES

RETAIN THEIR LOCATIONS IN'THEIR EXISTING COMMUNITIES. THERE
MIGHT BE A BETTER ATTITUDE TO INDUSTRIAL USERS AND LESS

PRESSURE FOR THEM TO RELOCATE IF THEY PROVIDE ADEQUATE

STREETSCAPE. A SHADED FIVE TO SEVEN FOOT LAWN PANEL IS A

AT I as Daan pronarea from televiion Closad captionng and 1e noteerned 90
for its form or content. Please note that errors and or omissions may have occurred.
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MINIMUM BUFFER BETWEEN STREET AND THE SIDEWALK TO ALLOW SAF
PASSAGE AND A FUNCTIONAL SIDEWALK IN ALL WEATHER. GOVERNMENT
NEEDS TO PROVIDE FOR EXISTING PEDESTRIANS, TO ENCOURAGE
EMPLOYEES AND THE PUBLIC TO USE PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND
PEDESTRIAN ACCESS AND TO IMPROVE THE AESTHETIC SETTING FOR

EVERYONE. WE SUPPORT PARK AND PLANNING'S REASONABLE PROPOSALS

TO ACCOMPLISH THESE GOALS. THANK YOU.

COUNCILMEMBER LEVENTHAL: YES, THANK YOU, MR. GORDON?

SPEAKER: ( [ SPEAKER NOT UNDERSTOOD ]
COUNCILMEMBER LEVENTHAL: TURN ON YOUR MICROPHONE.

MR. GORDON: SORRY. LARRY GORDON WITH STILLMAN ROGERS,
REPRESENTING EASTERN DIVERSIFIED PROPERTIES AND WE'RE HERE TO
TESTIFY IN OPPOSITION TO THE ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT AS IT HAS
BEEN DRAFTED. WE DO NOT OPPOSE THE CONCEPT OF STREETSCAPE. OUR
ISSUE DEALS WITH WHEN THAT STREETSCAPE WOULD BE REQUIRED ON
INDUSTRIAL PROPERTIES. AND IN PARTICULAR I'M SPERKING TODAY
WITH REGARD TO THE MARYLAND 355 SOUTH CORRIDOR AREA OF THE
SHADY GROVE SECTOR PLAN. WE HAVE PROVIDED TESTIMONY TO THE
P.H.E.D. IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE SHADY GROVE PLAN ON THIS
ISSUE AND OUR TESTIMONY TODAY IS CONSISTENT WITH THAT

TESTIMONY. WE HAVE THREE PROPERTIES WITHIN 355 SOUTH. A VOLVO

‘fus transcript has been prepared trom teievision closed caplioning and: 1snot ce K
for its form or content. Please note that errors and or omissions may have occurred.




The Corrected Transcript of
The Montgomery County Council

May 10, 2005

| DEALERSHIP, A NISSAN DEALERSHIP AND A USED CAR FACILITY. THE
2 DEALERSHIPS THAT ARE OUT THERE AND THIS WHOLE AREA IS

3 PRIMARILY AUTO-RELATED USES. IT'S FROM PARAMOUNT DRIVE TO
4 SOUTH OF GUDE DRIVE ALONG 355. THE DEALERSHIPS HAVE BEEN THERE
5 FOR A LONG TIME. THEY'RE GOING TO STAY THERE FOR A LONG TIME.
6 THERE ARE LONG-TERM LEASES, UP TO 20 YEARS. A NUMBER OF THEM

7 HAVE RECENTLY BEEN RENOVATED AT A LOT OF COST TO THE OWNERS.

8 RIGHT NOW ON THE EAST SIDE OF 355, WHICH IS THE COUNTY SIDE,

9 THE WEST SIDE IS THE CITY OF ROCKVILLE, THERE IS AN EIGHT-FOOT
{10 SIDEWALK RUNNING PARALLEL TO 355. BEYOND THE SIDEWALK YOU HAVE
Il  -- OR WITHIN THE SIDEWALK THERE ARE TREE CUTS. YOU HAVE

}12 UTILITY POLES ABOVE THEM, UTILITY POLES. AND BEYOND THAT,

13 DEPENDING ON THE AGE OF THE PROJECT YOU HAVE DIFFERENT DEGREES
14 OF LANDSCAPING. BASICALLY, WHAT WE'RE SUGGESTING IS THAT IT
}15 DOES NOT MAKE SENSE TO TEAR OUT WHAT IS A PERFECTLY USABLE

'16 GOOD SIDEWALK NOW WHEN THE USES THAT ARE IN THERE ARE CAR

17 DEALERSHIPS. WE THINK IT WOULD MAKE SENSE TO MAKE THESE

s CHANGES WHEN THE USES CHANGED TO RESIDENTIAL OR MIXED-USE

19 RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCIAL TYPE USES OR OFFICE USES BECAUSE THAT'S
120 WHEN THE BUILDINGS WILL COME DOWN. THAT'S WHEN YOU HAVE AN
fa OPPORT?NITY TO FULLY REDEVELOP YOUR SITES. RIGHT NOW YOU DO
122 wor HA&E A LOT OF PEOPLE WALKING IN THIS AREA. TO THE EXTENT

? 23 THAT PEOPLE WOULD LIKE TO WALK IN THE AREA AND HAVE, FOR LACK

f24 OF A BETTER TERM, A NICER ENVIRONMENT, THE WEST SIDE IS WHERE

KING FARM HAS REDEVELOPED RECENTLY. THE WEST SIDE HAS THE

NS IranSCripL NES DEeN Propareq 1rom Television CloSeq Captioning ana e nor conmeg o=y
for its form or content. Please note that errors and or omissions may have occurred.



The Corrected Transcript of
The Montgomery County Council

10
i
12
s
fis
116
13y
|
419
1§20
121
|2
1
i—z4
125

May 10, 2005

EXACT SAME SIDEWALK SETUP AS THE EAST SIDE. IT HAS AN EIGHT-
FOOT SIDEWALK RIGHT UP AGAINST THE ROAD, ABOVE-GROUND UTILITY
POLES AND THEN STREETSCAPE. AND THIS IS NO DIFFERENT FOR THE
MEMBERS OF THE P.H.E.D. COMMITTEES THAN THE DISCUSSION WE HAD
ON THE WIDENING OF 355 AT THIS TIME. THE ISSUE IS WHEN DO YOU
IMPOSE THESE REQUIREMENTS? AND WE THINK IT WOULD BE REASONARLE
TO ALLOW THE DEALERSHIPS TO CONTINUE AS-IS, TO ALLOW THEM TO
UPGRADE (CHIMES) EXPAND AND THEN IMPOSE THIS AT LATER DAY.

THANK YOU.
COUNCILMEMBER LEVENTHAL: THANK YOU. MR. NOELL.

MR. NOELL: GOOD AFTERNOON, PRESIDENT PEREZ AND MEMBERS OF THE
COUNTY COUNCIL. I AM DAN NOELL, VICE PRESIDENT OF EASTERN
DIVERSIFIED PROPERTIES, INC. AND I'VE HANDED 15 COPIES OF MY
WRITTEN TESTIMONY AND FOR THE RECORD. MY TESTIMONY RELATES TO
THE I-1 ZONED PROPERTIES OWNED BY E.D.P. IN PARTS OF THE
COUNTY OUTSIDE OF THE SHADY GROVE MASTER PLAN, SECTOR PLAN.
E.D.P. OWNS A NUMBER OF AUTOMOBILE DEALERSHIPS AND AUTO-
RELATED PROPERTIES IN VICINITY OF CHERRY HILL ROAD, AT THE
ROUTE 29 AND FAIRLAWN AREA CF SILVER SPRING. LIKE OUR SHADY
GROVE AREA PROPERTIES, OUR SILVER SPRING PROPERTIES ALSO ARE
ZONED I-1. ADDITIONALLY, MANY OF THESE PROPERTIES ARE SITUATED
WITHIN THE INTERIOR OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY INDUSTRIAL PARK. OUR

NEWER AUTO SALES FACILITIES HAVE GONE THROUGH SITE PLAN REVIEW

e lhls-transcrlpf ”as Eeen preparea lrom“felewsnon-closea caphonmg-ana 1S NO cei hhed o
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AT THE PLANNING BOARD AND HAVE STREETSCAPE AND SIDEWALK Rl
REQUIREMENTS IMPOSED UPON THEM. OUR OLDER PROPERTIES LIKE
DARCARS /TOYOTA WERE DEVELOPED PRIOR TO THE SITE PLAN REVIEW
BUT NEVERTHELESS HAVE MADE SIGNIFICANT STREETSCAPE
IMPROVEMENTS WITH SUBSTANTIAL INPUT FROM THE NEIGHBORING
COMMUNITY. AS DRAFTED, Z.T.A. 05-05 WOULD SUBJECT THESE
ALREADY-DEVELOPED PROPERTIES TO WHATEVER STREETSCAPE OR
RECOMMENDATIONS MIGHT APPEAR IN FUTURE FAIRLAWN SECTOR PLAN.
AS A RESULT, AND THE OTHER OWNERS OF I-1 ZONED PROPERTY WILL
HAVE TO FULLY PARTICIPATE IN SUCH FUTURE SECTOR PLAN AS TO TRY
TO PRESERVE EXISTING STREETSCAPE, SIDEWALK AND LIGHTING
IMPROVEMENTS . THIS SEEMS TO ME PATENTLY UNFAIR. WE HAVE MADE
IMPROVEMENTS IN GOOD FAITH AND SHOULD NOT HAVE TO FIGHT TO
PRESERVE THEM SHOULD WE DESIRE TO MODIFY OUR EXISTING
DEALERSHIPS. I WOULD ALSO NOTE THAT IT IS NOT JUST AUTO-
RELATED USES THAT WOULD BE AFFECTED. OFFICE BUILDINGS, BANKS,
HOTELS, MANUFACTURING FACILITIES, HOSPITALS, AND NUMEROUS
OTHER I-1 ZONED USES THROUGHOUT THE COUNTY WOULD HAVE TO
COMPLY WITH MASTER OR SECTOR PLANS WERE RECOMMENDED OR
REPLACED TO INCLUDE STREETSCAPE PROVISIONS. THIS IS RECIPE FOR
CONFUSION AND DISILLUSIONMENT BY EVEN THE MOST DILIGENT OF
PROPERTY OWNERS. THE BETTER SOLUTION WOULD BE EITHER TO DROP
Z.T.A. 05-05 ALL TOGETHER OR, AT A MINIMUM, GRANDFATHER ALL
EXISTING USES ALONG WITH MODIFICATIONS AND EXPANSIONS THERETO.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION.

T T e Doan Prep Ao Tront Television CloSed captioning and 1 NERERLLT L
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COUNCILMEMBER LEVENTHAL: THANK YOU, MR. GLASGOW?

MR. GLASGOW: THANK YOU. GOOD AFTERNOON. I'M PAUL T. GLASGOW, 1
CHURCH STREET IN ROCKVILLE. I REPRESENT ROYCO, WHICH IS THE

OWNER OF SIX PROPERTIES IN THE MARYLAND 355 SOUTH CORRIDOR OF
THE SHADY GROVE SECTOR PLAN. THE SIX PROPERTIES OWNED BY ROYCO

ARE A MITSUBISHI DEALERSHIP, A HONDA DEALERSHIP, AND THE LEXUS

DEALERSHIP NORTH OF GUDE, MR. TIRE, THE BUSINESSES AT AUTO

CARE PARK AND 355 TOYOTA SOUTH OF GUDE DRIVE. TOGETHER THE

DEALERSHIPS AND TE AUTO CARE PARK TOTAL 13.4 ACRES OF THE 3.--
34.5 ACRES IN THIS MARYLAND SOUTH CORRIDOR. THIS CONSTITUTES
38% OF PROPERTIES IN THIS SECTION OF THE CORRIDOR AND TOGETHER
WITH THE PROPERTIES OWNED BY EASTERN DIVERSIFIED COMPRISE WELL
OVER 50% OF THE PROPERTIES IN THE MARYLAND 355 SOUTH CORRIDOR.
ALL THE PROPERTIES OWNED BY ROYCO ARE LONG-STANDING AUTOMOBILE
DEALERSHIPS OR AUTO-RELATED USES, WHICH.HAVE BEEN LOCATED IN
THIS SEGMENT OF THE CORRIDOR FOR OVER 20 YEARS. MOST LEASES
FOR THESE AUTOMOBILE-RELATED USES ARE LONG-TERM LEASES WITH
RENEWAL OPTIONS. AND RELYING ON THESE LONG-TERM LEASES, MANY
OF THE OWNERS AND TENANTS HAVE MADE SIGNIFICANT CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENTS IN THEIR PROPERTIES IN RECENT YEAR IN ORDER TO
IMPROVE THE ATTRACTIVENESS AND FUNCTIONALITY  OF THE
DEALERSHIPS. INDEED, AT THE PRESENT TIME SONIC AUTOMOTIVE HAS

PL.ANS UNDERWAY FOR SUBSTANTIAL RENOVATIONS AND ENHANCEMENTS OF

IS transcript has-been prepared trom-television closed caplioning ang 1s not certie
for its form or content. Please note that errors and or omissions may have occurred.
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1 THEIR LEXUS DEALERSHIP. ROYCO UNDERSTANDS AND APPRECIATES‘T
7 STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS THAT PROMOTE PEDESTRIAN SAFETY AND

3 ACCESS ARE DESIRABLE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR IM?LEMENTATION

4 IN AREAS DEVOTED TO RESIDENTIAL USES. WHEN THESE PROPERTIES

5 DEVELOP FOR RESIDENTIAL USE IT WOULD BE APPROPRIATE AND

'6 DESIRABLE TO IMPLEMENT STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS . HOWEVEk, THE
7  AUTOMOBILE-RELATED USES IN MARYLAND 355 SOUTH CORRIDOR ARE AND
8§ WILL REMAIN INDUSTRIALLY ZONED AND DO NOT ATTRACT PEDESTRIAN

9 TRAFFIC. THE CONSTRAINTS CONTAINED IN THIS TEXT AMENDMENT

‘110 LIMITING THE ALLOWABLE AREA THAT CAN BE EXPANDED, RENOVATED
‘111 AND ENHANCED WITHOUT TRIGGERING STREETSCAPE REQUIREMENTS UNDER
?12 THIS PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT WILL ACT AS A DISINCENTIVE TO

13 PROPERTY OWNERS AND TENANTS TO UPDATE AND MODERNIZE THEIR

14 FACILITIES. INDEED, THE IMPOSITION OF THESE STREETSCAPE

1S IMPROVEMENTS PRIOR TO REDEVELOPMENT OF THESE PROPERTIES FOR

16 RESIDENTIAL USE ﬁILL CAUSE CERTAIN PROPERTY OWNERS AND TENANTS
;-17 TO FOREGO MEANINGFUL LEVELS OF MODERNIZATION AND ENHANCEMENT
18 OF THEIR PROPERTIES IN ORDER TO TO AVOILD TRIGGERING THESE

:‘19 STREETSCAPE REQUIREMENTS INCLUDING THE COST OF NOT ONLY

;»20 RELOC?TING SIDEWALKS BUT ALSO THE COSTLY RELOCATION OF

121 EXISﬁING UTILITIES. IN ADDITION, THE CURRENT TEXT AMENDMENT
722 DOES NOT TAKE INTO CONSID‘ERATION THE EXISTING TOPOGRAPHY OF
{23 THE PROPERTIES IN THE MARYLAND 355 SEGMENT OF THE CORRIDOR. BY

24 waY OF EXAMPLE, ONE OF OUR PROPERTIES AT THE EXTREME SOUTH END,. {

MR. TIRE, HAS ALREADY BEEN RADICALLY IMPACTED BY THE PREVIOUS

EOTRaS D oo prepared 11om (elevision CIo8ed captioning ANa 15 ¢ T ———
for its form or content. Please note that errors and or omissions may have occurred
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REALIGNMENT AND EXPANSION OF MARYLAND ROUTE 355, LEAVING THE
BUILDING ON THE PROPERTY SOME TEN FEET BELOW ROUTE 355 (CHIME)
WITH NO AREA AVAILABLE. IN CONCLUSION, ROYCO UNDERSTANDS AND
APPRECIATES THAT STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS THAT PROMOTE
PEDESTRIAN ACCESS AND SAFETY ARE DESIRABLE. HOWEVER, THE
TRIGGER FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS IN
THIS TEXT AMENDMENT SHOULD BE CHANGED TO REQUIRE
IMPLEMENTATION AT TIME THE PROPERTIES REDEVELOP FOR

RESIDENTIAL USE --

COUNCILMEMBER LEVENTHAL: OKAY.

MR. NOELL: THANK YOU.

COUNCILMEMBER LEVENTHAL: THANK YOU, MS. KOENICK?

MS. KOENICK: MY NAME IS JUDY KOENICK. IN 1978 THERE WAS A TV
SHOW CALLED THE WAKING LAND STARRING ELIZABETH MONTGOMERY, A
THEN VERY SMALL AND YOUNG JANE SEYMORE, WILLIAM H. -- WILLIAM
G. MACY AND HAIL HOLBROOK. IT STARTS WITH THE FAMILY BEFORE SHE
MET MR. HOLBROOK GOING ON A TRACE TO THE OHIO TERRITORY. THE
TRACE, FOR THOSE OF YOU WHO DON'T KNOW, IS BASICALLY THE TRAIL
CREATED BY ANIMALS THROUGH THE WOODS, THE OHIO TERRITORY IN
THE LATE 1700S AND EARLY 1800S. SHE GOES WITH HER FATHER. HER

FATHER HAS TO -- CAN'T LIVE UNLESS THERE'S ALL TREES AND WOODS

™ This [ranscripl Nas been prepared Tom television Closed caprioning and 1s not ceratied. 07 -
for its form or content. Please note that errors and or omissions may have occurred.



The Corrected Transcript of
The Montgomery County Coqnc_:il__

10
J 11
12
13

§14

15
16
{ BV
18
f1o
120
121
122
b
jo
25

May 10, 2005

ALL AROUND SO HE BASICALLY EVENTUALLY LEAVES. SHE HAS A LARGE -
TRACT OF LAND. THEY COME IN, PEOPLE WANT HER TO GIVE LAND FOR
A SCHOOL, FOR A CHURCH, FOR COMMUNITY PLACES AND SO FORTH AND
BIG HOUSES. ULTIMATELY AT THE END WHAT HAPPENS, THEY LOOK
ARQOUND AND THEY SEE, WHERE ARE ALL THE TREES? THEY DO WHAT WE
CAN'T. THEY WALK INTO THE WOODS, BRING THE TREES ANﬁ PLANT

THEM BACK THERE. WE HAVE TO GO BUY TREES TO PLANT THEM. WE

-NEED TO DO THAT. TO REQUIRE PEOPLE TO HAVE STREETSCAPING IS

ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL. A RECENT MAP THAT I LOOKED AT SHOWED THE
GREEN COVERAGE FOR D.C. VERSUS WHAT IT WAS A NUMBER OF YEARS
AGO AND RIGHT NOW PROBABLY 75% OF GREEN COVERAGE IN D.C. IS
GONE. THE PROBLEMS YOU HAVE IS, WHEN YOU BRING IN A PLAN TO --
WHETHER IT'S PERMITTING SERVICES AND SO FORTH THAT SHOWS THE
TREES, WHAT THEY SHOW YOU IS WHAT THEY THINK IT'S GOING 70
LOOK LIKE IN 30 OR 40 YEARS. AND IN FACT, WHAT THEY PLANT ARE
TOOTHPICKS. AN EXAMPLE CAN BE SEEN, IF YOU LOOK AT THIS
PICTURE HERE, YOU'LL SEE A TREE THAT'S ABOUT THAT BIG AND ONE
THAT'S ABOUT THAT BIG. THE FIRST HAVING BEEN PLANTED ABOUT 15
YEARS AGO, THE OTHER ONE A COUPLE YEARS AGO AND IT'S BEEN
KILLEﬁ. WHAT YOU NEED WHEN YOU HAVE THESE TREES AND PLANTS IN
DRAWINGS AND YOU REQUIRE THEM IS, A, THAT THEY PLANT SOMETHING
THAT'S GOING TO HAVE COVERAGE NOT IN BO'OR.QO YEARS BUT AT

THAT TIME. B, THAT THEY MUST BE ABLE TC MAINTAIN THEM AND, C,

WHEN IT COMES TIME TO WIDEN THE ROADS AND WIDEN THE SIDEWALKS,

WHAT IS THE FIRST THING THAT GOES? THE TREES. THEREFORE THEY

1S (ranscripl Nas DEeN preparea om Television Closey caplonmg and o nor certmea
- for its form or content. Please note that errors and or omissions may have occurred.
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START OVER AGAIN WITH THE TOOTHPICKS. YOU NEED TO -- IF YOU
REQUIRE TREES, YOU NEED TO REQUIRE THE TREES’BE REPLANTED AT
THE MINIMUM OF THE SIZE AND CALIPER THAT EXISTED WHEN THEY CUT
THEM DOWN RATHER THAN COMING INTO THESE LITTLE, PUNY LITTLE
AREAS. I'M SURE THAT MANY OF YOU HAVE SEEN THINGS FROM THE
NATIONAL ARBOR OR SOMETHING OR OTHER, THEY SHOW THESE
BEAUTIFUL PICTURES OF DOGWOOD TREES AND FLOWERS TREEé. YOU
SEND IN YOUR TEN BUCKS, THEY SEND YOU YOUR TREES. AND THEIR
PHOTOGRAPH SHOWS SOMEONE PLANTING A BEAUTIFUL TREE THAT'S
THREE, FOUR, FEET HIGH. WELL, MOST OF THE TREES THEY SEND YOU
[CHIME] ARE THINNER THAN TOOTHPICKS AND IF YOU THINK THEY LOOK

LIKE A TREE, THEY LOOK MORE LIKE A DEAD BRANCH.

COUNCILMEMBER LEVENTHAL: JUDY, YOU NEED TO WRAP UP. ARE YOUR

REMARKS IN SOME WAY GOING TO RELATE TO ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT

05-057
MS. KOENICK: YES, WHAT I'M SAYING, IF YOU --

COUNCILMEMBER LEVENTHAL: WELL, WHY DON'T YOU MAKE YOUR FINAL

POINT NOW BECAUSE YOUR TIME IS UP.

MS. KOENICK: MY FINAL POINT IS THAT IF YOU'RE GOING TO REQUIRE
TREESCAPING, THERE HAVE TO BE PROVISIONS TO MAKE SURE THAT

THEY ARE SUBSTANTIAL: TREES, THAT THEY ARE MAINTAINED. THEY

for its form or content. Please note that errors and or omissions may have occurred.
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CAN'T JUST BE ARBITRARILY CUT DOWN TO WIDEN A ROAD. AND ANY
DRAWING THEY SHOW YOU OF WHAT THEY LOOK LIKE IS WHAT IT LOOKS
LIKE NOW AND NOT IN 30 OR 40 YEARS.

i
COUNCILMEMBER LEVENTHAL: OKAY. THANK YOU FOR YOUR TESTIMONY.

MS. HELLER?

MS. HELLER: MY NAME IS DIANA HELLER. I'M THE NEWSPAPER EDITOR
FOR THE SHADY GROVE CIVIC ALLIANCE. I'VE BEEN ASKED BY
MEMBERSHIP TO TESTIFY ON BEHALF OF OUR ORGANIZATION TODAY. WE
SUPPORT THE DEPARTMENT OF PARK AND PLANNING'S PROPOSED ZONING
CHANGES REQUIRING I-1 PROPERTIES TO PROVIDE STREETSCAPING
COUNTYWIDE IN ACCORDANCE WITH COUNTY STANDARDS. THIS
REQUIREMENT IS NOT A HARDSHIP BECAUSE IT IS REQUIRED ONLY WHEN
THEY ARE MAKING SIGNIFICANT CHANGING TO THEIR PROPERTIES OR

WHEN REDEVELOPING. OUR COUNTY IS BECOMING MORE URBAN WITH

INDUSTRIAIL AND RESIDENTIAL LIVING CLOSE PROXIMITY TO EACH

OTHER . THE STREETSCAPING ELEMENTS ARE PART OF A DEVELOPING
STANDARD IN THE COUNTY THAT IS NECESSARY TO THE SUCCESS OF
MIXED;USE NEIGHBORHOODS. INDUSTRIAL PROPERTIES SHOULD HAVE
SAFE SIDEWALKS WITH A BUFFER OF TREES AND GREEN SPACE BETWEEN
THE RéAD AND SIDEWALKS. SIDEWALKS DIRECTLY NEXT TO THE STREET
ARE TOO DANGEROUS. PRESENTLY, NOT ALL I-1 ZONED STREETS EVEN

HAVE SIDEWALKS. MANY INDUSTRIAL AREAS ARE SUBSTANDARD BECAUSE

THEY WERE DEVELOPED BEFORE SIDEWALKS WERE REQUIRED. FOR
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EXAMPLE, OAKMONT HAS NO SIDEWALKS AND DOES HAVE MANY BUS éTOPS.
OTHER I-1 AREAS HAVE. SIDEWALKS BUT THE SIDEWALKS ARE DIRECTLY
NEXT TO THE BUSY STREETS WITH BUS AND TRUCK TRAFFIC, MAKING
WALKING DANGEROUS AND UNPROTECTED AND UNPLEASANT. SNOW GETS
PILED ON THE CURBSIDE SIDEWALKS AND IS NOT CLEARED ALIL WINTER
SO PEDESTRIANS LOSE THE SIDEWALK COMPLETELY. AND AREAS WITHOUT
SIDEWALKS HAVE ABSOLUTELY NO ROOM FOR WALKERS WHEN IT SNOWS.

AS THE INDUSTRIAL AND RESIDENTIAL BLEND MORE AND MORE INTO ONE,
WE NEED THE VISUAL CONTINUITY AS WELL. BRINGING THESE SIDE-BY-
SIDE AREAS INTO A VISUALLY COHESIVE AND ATTRACTIVE LANDSCAPE

IS CRUCIAL TO CREATING A PLEASANT, LIVABLE COMMUNITY. THE GOAIL
OF THE UNIFORM I-1 AMENDMENT IS SO THAT OVER TIME AS

PROPERTIES REDEVELOP, AN ATTRACTIVE, SAFE WALKWAY IS PROVIDED
THROUGHOUT MONTGOMERY COUNTY. BY ADOPTING A STANDARD TO
INDUSTRIAL AREAS THAT IS COUNTYWIDE, YOU SET A REQUIREMENT

THAT IS NOT SITE-SPECIFIC AND IS FAIR TO ALL. IT SHOULD NOT BE
A HARDSHIP BECAUSE THE AMENDMENT IS WRITTEN IN A WAY fHAT ONLY
LARGE DEVELOPMENTS NEED TO UPDATE FRONTAGES. ALSO, THE
AMENDMENT IS NOT INTENDED TO REQUIRE RELOCATION OF OVERHEAD
UTILITIES. THERE WAS SUCH A CASE BEFORE THE PLANNING BOARD
WHERE THE UTILITIES AND THE SIDEWALKS WERE RESOLVED AND
UTILITIES WILL STAY WHERE THEY ARE. THE COMMUNITY APPRECIATES
THE INDUSTRIAL COMPANIES THAT PROVIDE JOBS, SERVICES AND GOODS.
MONTGOMERY COUNTY GIVES THEM A GOOD PLACE TO DO BUSINESS. THEY

ARE PART OF OUR COMMUNITY AND WE BELIEVE THEY NEED TO BE A

— This ranscripl has peen prepared from television closead captioning and 1S not cerimeq. 10
for its form or content. Please note that errors and or omissions may have occurred.
i




The Corrected Transcript of
The Montgomery County Council

fu
12
13K
T
15

16
17

10.

May 10, 2005

GOOD NEIGHBOR BY PROVIDING ATTRACTIVE AND SAFE PEDESTRIAN

SIDEWALKS. (CHIMES)
COUNCILMEMBER LEVENTHAL: LAST THING.

SPEAKER: LASTLY, WE SUPPORT TEXT AMENDMENT 05-06 AND YOU CAN

READ MY LAST PARAGRAPH. THANK YOU VERY MUCH.

COUNCILMEMBER LEVENTHAL: THANK YOU MS. HELLER. MRS. PRAISNER

HAS HER LIGHT ON.

COUNCILMEMBER PRAISNER: YES. ACTUALLY, MY QUESTION IS NOT FOR
THE PANEL. IT'S THE QUESTION FOR WHEN THE P.H.E.D.' COMMITTERE
HAS THIS DISCUSSION. EVERYTHING IS FOCUSED ON THE I-1 ZONE
WITH THESE NEW COUNTY STANDARDS. I'D LIKE TO HAVE A DISCUSSION
OF COUNTY STANDARDS, NOT AS’IT RELATES TO_THE I-1 ZONE BIJT
SINCE THE I-1 ZONE IS NOT THE DOMINANT ZONE IN THE COUNTY,
THERE'S AN ASSUMPTION BEING MADE HERE THAT THIS IS GOING TO
IMPROVE SIDEWALKS IN SOME SIGNIFICANT WAY BECAUSE OF THE
REQUI@EMENT FOR -- WITH REDEVELOPMENT, THE REQUIREMENT FOR A
BUFFE@ AND THEN SIDEWALK. AS T TRAVEL MY WAY HERE IN THE

MORNING, I TRAVEL RANDOLF ROAD. AND THERE ARE OTHER MAJOR

ROADS IN THE COUNTY, COMPLETELY RESIDENTIAL, WITH SIDEWALK

ABUTTING THE CURB AND THE ROAD. MY QUESTION IS, WHAT IS THE

MAGNITUDE OF THE IMPLICATIONS OF A DISCUSSION FOCUSED ONLY ON

§ (T30 G NG ‘caplioning-and 1s not ce
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THE I-1 ZONE IF IT'S BASED ON A COUNTY STANDARD THAT IS NOT
ACHIEVABLE IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES THAT ARE THE DOMINANT ZONE IN
THE COUNTY bR ON DOMINANT ZONES IN THE COUNTY? AND IS IT THE
PLANNING BOARD'S EXPECTATION THAT - RESIDENTIAL ZONES WILL BE
CHANGED AS WELL, AS FAR AS SIDEWALK STANDARDS ARE CONCERNED?
AND WHAT IS THAT -- WHAT IS THE IMPLICATION FOR FUTURE ROADS

- FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF THAT?

COUNCIL PRESIDENT PEREZ: OKAY. NO OTHER LIGHTS ON. THANK YOU

FOR . YOUR TESTIMONY. OKAY.

1S ranscrpt has-been prepared frrom: television ciosed captioning én iS not certtied -
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AGENDA ITEM #5&7
September 6, 2003

MEMORANDUM

August 30, 2005

TO: - County Council

FROM: = RalphD. Wilson, Senior Legislative Analy%\)\)

SUBJECT:  Worksession —ZTA 05-06, building material and supply use in the R&D zone.

PHED Recommendation. Approve with minor wording revision recommended by the Planning
Board. The Shady Grove Sector Plan supports continuation of an existing building and supply
use; however, redevelopment of the property is recommended to take place only under the
standards of the R&D zone. ZTA 05-06 would prevent any materials and supply use reclassified -
to the R&D zone from nonconforming status even though it may not conform to the
requirements of the R&D zone.

Background

ZTA 05-06 would allow any building material and supply use existing at the time the
property is placed in the R&D zone to continue as a conforming use. Site plan review is now
required in the R&D zone only for projects at densities greater than allowed under the standard
method of development. Under ZTA 05-06, site plan review would also be required for standard
method of development projects in the R&D zone.

|

The Shady Grove Sector Plan recommends that an-existing building material and supply
use located along Shady Grove Road be reclassified from the I-1 zone to the R&D zone. The
Plan supports continuation of the existing building and supply use; however, redevelopment of
the property is recommended to take place only under the standards of the R&D zone. ZTA 05-
06 would prevent any materials and supply use reclassified to the R&D zone from
nonconforming status even though it may not conform to the requirements of the R&D zone.
Under the ZTA, a building material and supply use could be modified, reconstructed, or enlarged
in accordance with the requirements of the zone in effect for the property before the property was



reclassified to the R&D zone. If the property were redeveloped for a purpose other than a
building material and supply use, the requirements of the R&D zone would apply.

No written or oral testimony in opposition to ZTA 05-06 has been submitted for the
record. Council staff supported approval of ZTA 05-06 with the minor wording revision
recommended by the Planning Board.

f:\wilson\ztas\2005 ztas\zta03-06\worksession memo05-06.doc

-



LY

Zoning Text Amendment No: 05-06
Concerning: Building Materials & Supplies
in the R&D Zone

Draft No. & Date: 3—03/15/05

Introduced: April 5, 2005

Public Hearing: May 10, 2605; 1:30 PM
Adopted:

Effective:

Ordinance No:

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION OF

THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT WITHIN
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: District Council at the request of the Planning Board

AN AMENDMENT to the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance for the purpose of:

- allowing a building materials and supplies store as a permitted use in the Research

and Development (R&D) zone under certain circumstances, and
- requiring site plan review for standard method development in the R&D zone,
after a certain date. : '

By élmending the following section of the Montgomery County Zoning
Ordinance, Chapter 59 of the Montgomery County Code:

DIVISION 59-C-5  “INDUSTRIAL ZONES”

Section 59-C-5.2 “Land uses”

Section 59-C-5.45  “Special regulations-R&D zone.”

ARTICLE 59-D «ZONING DISTRICTS—APPROVAL PROCEDURES “

EXPLANATION: Boldface indicates a heading or a defined term.

? Underlining indicates text that is added to existing laws
by the original text amendment. .
[Single boldface brackets] indicate text that is deleted from
existing law by the original text amendment.
! Double underlining indicates text that is added to the text
amendment by amendment.
[[Double boldface brackets]] indicate text that is deleted
| from the text amendment by amendment.
‘ * % % indicates existing law unaffected by the text amendment.




ORDINANCE

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the District Council for that
portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Montgomery County, Maryland,
approves the following ordinance:



Zoning Text Amendment 05-06

Sed. 1. Division 59-C-5 is amended as follows:
DIVISION 59-C-5 \ INDUSTRIAL ZONES.

* X% ¥

59.C-5.2. Land uses.

* ¥k k

1-1 1-2 1-3 I-4 R&D LSC

(d) Commerclal

* ¥ *

Building material[s] and

[supplies] supply,
wholesale and retail. 2’ P p p p*

* Only if a building permit was issued before the property was classified to the

R&D zone. Any building material and supply use for which a building

permit was issued before the property was classified to the R&D zone is a-

conformmg use and may be modified, reconstructed, or enlarged

acoordance with the standards of the zone in effect for the property be¢ before

the property was reclassified to the R&D zone.

* ¥k

59-C-5.45. Special regulations-R&D zone.

* Kk ok

(b) Standard method of Development. Under the standard method of

development, a site plan must be filed with the Planning Board under 59-D-
3.

|
(Ible) Optlonal method of development. In order to encourage the orderly'
grq»upm g and planned development of research and development projects at
higher densities than permitted under the standard method of development,

[thé following] an optional method of development project may be
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Zoning Text Amendment 05-06

[permitted, provided] approved, if: (1) [it] the project is not inconsistent with

the applicable approved and adopted master plan; and (2) [provided that] the

requirements for site plan approval [contained in division] under Division

59-D-3 are met. If the optional method of development is used, all the
[normal] standard requirements of the R&D zone will be in effect, except as
follows:
*
Sec. 2. Article 59-D is amended as follows:
ARTICLE 59-D. ZONING DISTRICTS—APPROVAL
PROCEDURES.

INTRODUCTION

*

The following table is provided for the convenience of the public, citing the
appropriate sections of Article 59-C and indicating the type of plans required
in each zone. In the event of any conflict between this table and the

provisions of Article 59-C, the latter must govemn.

Plan Approvals Required

Zone Section Development Project Plan Site Plan Diagrammatic
Number Plan (Division |Optional Method | (Division 59-D-3) | Plan (Division
59-D-1) (Division 59-D-2) 59-D-4)
* %
R&D (0] ¢
* %
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Sec. 3. Effective date. This ordinance becomes effective 20 days after the

date of Council adoption.

This is a correct copy of Council action.

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk of the Council



" THE MARYLAND -NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
Office of the Chairman, Montgomery County Planning Board

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
May 5, 2005

TO: The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the
District Council for Maryland-Washington Regional District in
Montgomery County, Maryland

FROM: Montgomery County Planning Board

SUBJECT: Planning Board on Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment No. 05-06

BOARD RECOMMENDATION

The Montgomery County Planning Board of The Maryland—National Capital Park
and Planning Commission reviewed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment No. 05-06 at
its regular meeting on May 5, 2005. By a vote of 5-0, the Board recommends that the
text amendment be approved as amended with minor plain language modifications that
are included in the technical staff report.

The Planning Board Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan recommends rezoning
the existing Great Indoors property (a building materials and supply use), located along
Shady Grove Road, from I-1 (Light Industrial) to R&D (Research and Development) and
I-3 (Technology and Business Park) using the optional provisions. To avoid creating a
nonconforming use and building size under the R&D zone for the Great Indoors (this
use is not permitted in the R&D zone), the Planning Board believes that it is appropriate
to adopt a zoning text amendment to allow the existing building materials and suppiy
use as a grandfathered use in the R&D zone.

The Draft Plan further recommends the development of the Shady Grove
Technology Corridor using the Research and Development (R&D) and 1-3 zone as the
implementation measure. In order to achieve the objectives of the Sector Plan and to
encourage better site design for the Technology Corridor, the Board believes that it is

* appropriate to require site plan review for the standard method of development in the

Montgomery County Planning Board, 8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
Phone: (301) 495-4605, Fax: (301) 495-1320, £-mail: mcp-chairman@mncppCc-mMc.org, Www.rmncppc-m (0



R&D zone. This requirement will ensure a character that can compete in the market
place and attract quality R&D businesses throughout the County.

CERTIFICATION

This is to certify that the attached report is a true and correct copy of the technical staft
report and the foregoing is the recommendation adopted by the Montgomery County
Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, on a
motion of Commissioner Bryant, seconded by Vice-Chair Perdue, with Commissioners
Bryant, Robinson and Wellington, Vice-Chair Perdue and Chairman Berlage voting in
favor of the motion, at its regular meeting held in Silver Spring, Maryland on Thursday,
May 5, 2005.

Derick Berlage
Chairman

DB:gr
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THE MARYLAND -NATKONAL CAPfTAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

MCPB
Items 6 & 7
05/05/05
DATE: Apnl 29, 2005
TO: Montgomery County Planning Board
VIA: John Carter, Chief, Community-Based Plannin
Rose Krasnow, Chief, Development Review @K

Carlton Gilbert, Zoning Supervxsor ;¢\¢W\

FROM: g?ﬂ(osx Yearwood and Karen KunyCommumty-Based Planning
Greg Russ, Zoning Coordinator

REVIEW TYPE:  Zoning Text Amendments

PURPOSE: To amend the Zoning Ordinance language based on
recommendations from the Draft Shady Grove Sector Plan .
Specifically, amend the Light Industrial (I-1) zone to require
streetscape provisions in the zone; and amend the Research and
Development (R&D) zone to allow an existing building matenials
and supply use, wholesale and retail, to be grandfathered as a
permitted use; and provide for site plan review for standard
method development in the R&D zone.

TEXT AMENDMENT: 05-05 and 05-06

REVIEW BASIS: Advisory to the County Council sitting as the District
. Council, Chapter 59, the Zoning Ordinance
INTRODUCED BY: District Council at the request of the Planning Board

INTRODUCED DATE: April 5, 2005

PLANNING BOARD REVIEW: May 5, 2005
PUBLIC HEARING: May 10, 2005, 1:30 PM

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL with modifications (for both
applications)

PURPOSE OF THE TEXT AMENDMENTS

To amend the Zoning Ordinance language based on recommendations from the Draft
Shady Grove Sector Plan. The Sector Plan includes recommendations for two text
amendments as follows:

MONTCOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK AND PLANNING, 8787 GEORGIA AVENUE, SILVER SPRINC, MARYLAND 20910
WWW.mncppc.org

®



1. ZTA No. 05-05: Amend the Light Industrial (I-1) zone to require streetscape
provisions in the zone;

2. 7ZTA No. 05-06: Amend the Research and Development (R&D) zone to allow
an existing building materials and supply use, wholesale and retail, to be
grandfathered as a permitted use; and provide for site plan review for standard
method development in the R&D zone.

BACKGROUND
ZTA 05-05

The Draft of the Shady Grove Plan recommends improving the visual character of

MD 355, the Oakmont Industrial Park and Crabbs Branch Office Park with streetscape
provisions that will improve the pedestrian safety and overall character of the street.
Specifically, pedestrians are forced either to walk in the street, as in the Oakmont instance, or
along MD 355 where the sidewalk abuts the road. This amendment will require streetscape
improvements for all I-1 zoned property.

ZTA 05-06

The Planning Board Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan recommends rezoning the
existing Great Indoors property, located along Shady Grove Road, from I-1 (Light
Industrial) to R&D (Research and Development) and I-3 (Technology and Business
Park) using the optional provisions. To avoid creating a nonconforming use and
building size under the R&D zone for the Great Indoors (this use not permitted in the
R&D zone), a text amendment is required to allow the existing building materials and
supplies use as a grandfathered use in the R&D zone.

The Draft Plan also recommends the development of the Shady Grove Technology Corridor
using the Research and Development (R&D) and I-3 zone as the implementation measure. Site
plan review is required only in the R&D optional method of development and not in the standard
method of development. In order to achieve the objectives of the Sector Plan and to encourage
better site design for the Technology Corridor, staff recommends requiring site plan review for
the standard method of development in the R&D zone. This requirement will ensuré a character
that can compete in the market place and attract quality R&D businesses.

The pr0pofsed text amendments were reviewed by the Planning Board on February 24, 2005,
for transmittal to the County Council for introduction. Since that time, minor modifications
(plain language and stylistic) were made to the text by the Zoning Screening Committee.

ANALYéIS

ZTA 05-05



This amendment will require streetscape improvements for all I-1 zoned property in
accordance with County road design standards and Sector and Master Plan guidance for
street rights-of-way to improve pedestrian safety, access and convenience. Streetscape
improvements will be triggered at the time of preliminary and/or site plan approval.
Site plan is required in the I-1 zone for buildings that are more than 3 stories or 42 feet
in height and automobile sales and businesses, such as car dealerships.

The Shady Grove Planning Area has a significant amount of I-1 zoned land,
approximately 544 acres. The Crabbs Branch Office Park, along Crabbs Branch Way
and near Gude Drive, is developed under I-1 zoning, as is the MD 355 Corridor and the
Oakmont Industrial area. Other light industrial properties are in the Fairland, Silver
Spring, Upper Rock Creek, Germantown areas and in portions of the AirPark.

The streetscape requirement must achieve continuous sidewalks, street tree plantings, lighting
or other improvements and must be consistent with the recommendations and guidelines of the

relevant approved master or sector plan and approved streetscape plans.

ZTA 05-06

The current use category of the Great Indoors, building materials and supply, wholesale
and retail, is permitted in the I-1 zone but not the R& D zone. Under the I-3 zone, a

building materials and supplies use is allowed if the use existed prior to June 6, 1989.

Using the R&D and I-3 zones creates a ceiling on the amount of development on the
Great Indoors property, should the site redevelop. Under the existing I-1 zone, there is
no FAR limitation. The goal of the proposed text amendment is to grandfather the use
into the R&D zone and to create a conforming use.

The following chart illustrates the amount of development allowed under each zoning
category:

Great Indoors | Existing R& D I-3 standards
Land Area development standards '
(square feet)
13.65 acres 210, 200 square 178, 508 sq. ft | 297, 514 sq. ft
feet @ 0.35 FAR | (@ .3 FAR) (@ .5 FAR)
(I-1 standard) standard standard
method method
297,514
sq. ft.

(@ .5 FAR)
optional
method




RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that proposed ZTA Nos. 05-05 and 06, to address Shady Grove Sector
Plan recommendations, be approved as modified slightly to make plain language text changes.

Attachments 1 and 2 depict the proposed amendments as modified by staff.

Attachments

1. Zoning Text Amendment No. 05-05
2. Zoning Text Amendment No. 05-06
3. Transmittal Letter from Planning Board to Tom Perez, Council President




AT ACHMENT 1

Zoning Text Amendment No: 05-05
Concerning: Streetscape Requirements
in the I-1 zone

Draft No. & Date: 5 - 03/23/05
Introduced: Apnl 5, 2005

Public Hearing: May 10, 2005; 1:30 PM
Adopted:

Effective:

Ordinance No:

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION OF
THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT WITHIN
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: District Council at the request of the Planning Board

AN AMENDMENT to the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance for the purpose of:

”

- establishing streetscape requirements in the I-1 zone.

By amending the following section of the Montgomery County Zoning
Ordinance, Chapter 59 of the Montgomery County Code:

DIVISION 59-C-5  “INDUSTRIAL ZONES”
Section 59-C-5.4 “Special regulations.”
Section 59-C-5.41  “Special regulations-I-1 zone.

EXPLANATION: Boldface indicates a heading or a defined term.
Underlining indicates text that is added to existing laws
by the original text amendment.
[Single boldface brackets] indicate text that is deleted from
existing law by the original text amendment.
Double underlining indicates text that is added to the text
amendment by amendment.
[[Double boldface brackets]] indicate text that is deleted
from the text amendment by amendment.
* * * indicates existing law unaffected by the text amendment.




ORDINANCE

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the District Council for that
portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Montgomery County, Maryland,
approves the following ordinance:
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Zoning Text . endment 05-05

Sec. 1. Division 59-C-5 is amended as follows:

DIVISION 59-C-5 INDUSTRIAL ZONES.

*

*

59-C-5.41. Special regulations-I-1 zone.

(a)

Off-street parking. The off-street parking required by [a]Article 59-E [shall]
must be provided on land which is in the I-1 zone unless provided through a

joint use agreement.

Streetscape. Streetscape improvements must be provided within or adjacent

to a street right-of-way to improve safety, access, and attractiveness. The

streetscape must include continuous sidewalks, street tree plantings, lighting,

or other improvements. All streetscape improvements must be consistent with

the guidelines of the applicable approved and adopted master or sector plan.

Any development existing as of (ZTA Effective Date) must be brought into

compliance with the streetscape guidelines if any cumulative proposed

modifications expand the total floor area of all structures or buildings by more

than 25 percent or 7.500 square feet, whichever i1s less. Streetscape

improvements must be identified at the time of preliminary plan or site plan

review. If a preliminary plan or site plan review is not required, streetscape

improvements must be submitted to the Director and Planning Board, or its

designee, for compliance with the applicable master or sector plan guidelines

before a building permit may be [lissued]] issued.

[(b)](c) Development above three stories. In order to encourage planned

development of employment centers, to preserve open space within such
developments, and generally to enhance the environment of large

employment centers, the height limit in this zone may be increased to 10
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Zoning Text. endment 05-05

stories or 120 feet; provided, that the applicable approved and adopted master
plan does not indicate that large employment centers are unsuitable for the
applicable site; and provided further that the following site development
standards and site plan review procedure shall be in effect. Development in
accordance with this subsection shall be subject to all of the requirements of

the I-1 zone except as specifically modified herein.

*k ¥ *

Sec. 2. Effective date. This ordinance becomes effective 20 days after the

date of Council adoption.

This is a correct copy of Council action.

Elda M. Dodson, CMC
Acting Clerk of the Council




ATTACHMENT 2

Zoning Text Amendment No: 05-06
Concemning: Building Materials & Supplies
in the R&D Zone

Draft No. & Date: 3-03/15/05

Introduced: Aprl 5, 2005

Public Hearing: May 10, 2005; 1:30 PM
Adopted:

Effective:]

Ordinance No:

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION OF
THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT WITHIN
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: District Council at the request of the Planning Board

AN AMENDMENT to the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance for the purpose of:

- allowing a building materials and supplies store as a permitted use in the Research
and Development (R&D) zone under certain circumstances, and
- requiring site plan review for standard method development in the R&D zone,

after a certain date.

By amending the following section of the Montgomery County Zoning
Ordinance, Chapter 59 of the Montgomery County Code:

DIVISION 59-C-5  “INDUSTRIAL ZONES”

Section 59-C-5.2 “Land uses”

Section 59-C-5.45  “Special regulations-R&D zone.”

ARTICLE 59-D “ZONING DISTRICTS—APPROVAL PROCEDURES *

EXPLANATION: Boldface indicates a heading or a defined term.
Underlining indicates text that is added to existing laws
by the original text amendment.
[Single boldface brackets] indicate text that is deleted from
existing law by the original text amendment.
Double underlining indicates text that is added to the text
amendment by amendment.
[[Double boldface brackets]] indicate text that is deleted
from the text amendment by amendment.
* * * indjcates existing law unaffected by the text amendment.




ORDINANCE

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the District Council for that
portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Montgomery County, Maryland,
approves the following ordinance:
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Sec. 1. Division 59-C-5 is amended as follows:
DIVISION 59-C-5 INDUSTRIAL ZONES.

* %k 0k

59-C-5.2. Land uses.

*x %k X

1-1 I-2 I-3 1-4 R&D LSC

(d) Commercial.

* * %

. wholesale and retail. 2’ P P P P*

Building material{s] and
[supplies] supply,

* Only if a building permit was issued before the property was classified to the

R&D zone. Any building material and supply use for which a building

permit was issued before the property was classified to the R&D zone is a

conforming use and may be modified, reconstructed, or enlarged in

accordance with the standards of the zone in effect for [[al] the property

before the property was reclassified to the R&D zone.

* * %

59-C-5.45. Special regulations-R&D zone.

* k¥

(b) Standard method of -Development. Under the standard method of

development a site plan must be filed with the Planning Board under 59-D-3.

([b]c) Optional method of development. In order to encourage the orderly
grouping and planned development of research and development projects at
higher densities than permitted under the standard method of development,
[the following] an optional method of development project may be

[permitted, provided] approved. if: (1) [it] the project is not inconsistent with
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the applicable approved and adopted master plan; and (2) [provided that] the

requirements for site plan approval [contained in division] under Division
59-D-3 are met. If the optional method of development is used, all the
[normal] standard requirements of the R&D zone will be in effect, except as
follows: '
*
Sec. 2. Article 59-D is amended as follows:
ARTICLE 59-D. ZONING DISTRICTS—APPROVAL
PROCEDURES.

INTRODUCTION

ik

The following table is provided for the convenience of the public, citing the
appropriate sections of Article 59-C and indicating the type of plans requiréd ,
in each zone. In the event of any conflict between this table and the |

provisions of Article 59-C, the latter must govern.

Plan Approvals Required

Diagrammatic

Zone Section Development | Project Plan Site Plan
Number Plan (Division |Optional Method |(Division 59-D-3) | Plan (Division |
59-D-1) (Division 59-D-2) 59.0-4)
* ok *
R&D &.¢
* %
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Sec. 3. Effective date. This ordinance becomes effective 20 days after the

date of Council adoption.

This is a correct copy of Council action.

Elda M. Dodson, CMC
Acting Clerk of the Council



: N ATTACHMENT 3

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
. Office of the Chairman, Montgomery County Planning Board

March 1, 2005

The Honorable Tom Perez, President
Montgomery County Council

Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue, Room 501
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Re: Planning Board Recommendation on Transmittal to County
Council for Introduction of two Zoning Text Amendments
based on recommendatlons from the Shady Grove Sector
Plan

o
Dear I\A//r@e»fez and Councilmembers:

On February 24, 2005, the Planning Board approved the transmittal to the District
Council of two zoning text amendments that are related to recommendations in
‘the Shady Grove Sector Plan. The Planning Board recommends that the Council
introduce these text amendments.

The text amendments propose to:

1. Allow a building materials and supplies store as a grandfathered permitted
use in the R&D zone and require site plan review for all development in
the R&D zone;

2. Establish streetscape requirements in the I-1 zone.

The two text amendments as recommended by the Planning Board are included
as Attachment 1.

Backgroundf

Buildiriq Materials and Su in the R&D Zone/ Site Plan Review for all

develdpment in the R&D Zone

The Plannmg Board Draft of the Shady Grove Sector Plan recommends rezoning
the existing Great Indoors property, along Shady Grove Road, from I-1 (Light
industrial) to R&D (Research and Development) and I-3 (Technology and

Montgornery County Plonning Board, 8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
one: (301) 495-4605, Fax: (301) 495-1320, E-mail: mcp-Choirman@mncppc-mc.org, WWw.mncppc-me.ory




Business Park) using the optional provisions. To avoid creating a nonconforming
use and building size under the R&D zone for the Great Indoors, a text
amendment is required to allow the existing building materials and supplies use
as a grandfathered use in the R&D zone.

The Draft Plan further recommends the development of the Shady Grove
Technology Corridor using the Research and Development (R&D) and I-3 zone
as the implementation measure. Site plan review is required only in the R&D
optional method of development and not the standard method of development. in
order to achieve the objectives of the Sector Plan and to encourage better site
design for the Technology Corridor, the Board recommends requiring site plan
review for the standard and optional methods of development in the R&D zone.
This requirement will ensure a character that can compete in the market place
and attract quality R&D businesses throughout the County.

Establishing Streetscape Requirements in the -1 Zone

The Draft of the Shady Grove Plan also recommends improving the visual
character of MD 355, the Oakmont Industrial Park and Crabbs Branch Office
Park with streetscape provisions that will improve the pedestrian safety and
overall character of the street. Specifically, pedestrians are either forced to walk
in the street, as in the Oakmont instance, or along MD 355 where the sidewalk

abuts the road.

This amendment will require streetscape improvements in the 1-1 Zone
throughout the County, in accordance with County road design standards and
Sector and Master Plan guidance for street rights-of-way, to improve pedestrian
safety, access and convenience. Streetscape improvements will be triggered at
the time of preliminary and/or site plan approval and for existing development
where expansion of the gross floor area reaches 25% or 7,500 square feet,
whichever is less.

The Planning Board recommends that the text amendments be introduced by the
District Council. Members of the Planning Board and staff of the Department of
Park and Planning are available to assist the Council in the review of the
proposed text amendments necessary to implement our recommendations.

Sincerely,
\

>

Derick P. Berlage,
Chairman



